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Current Topics. 


A New Solicitor M.P. 

Tuere nas been added this week to the band of solicitors in 
Parliament Mr. Georcs Rennigz THorne, who succeeds, as 
Member for Wolverhampton, the eminent solicitor who has this 
week taken his seat in the House of Lords as Viscount WoLveR- 
Hampton. Mr. THoRNE was admitted in 1876, and has been 
Mayor of Wolverhampton. He is a member of the firms-of 
Tuorwe & Hastam, of Wolverhampton, and George RK. Toorne, 
Rosinsow, & Co., of 75, Chancery-lane, London. 


Sittings of the Court of Criminal Appeal During 
the Long Vacation. 

THe question whether any considerable part of the Long 
Vacation is in future to be occupied by the sittings of the new 
Court of Criminal Appeal is of interest both to the bench and the 
bar. Under the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, the court is to 
consist of not less than three judges; rules of court shall provide 
for securing sittings of the Court of Criminal Appeal, if necessary, 
during Vacation, and by rule 50 of the Criminal Appeal Rules, 
1908, the judges of the court shall make arrangements for any 
sittings that may be necessary between the Ist of August and the 
12th of October. Assuming, as is freely predicted, that the list 
of appeals at the end of July is a tolerably heavy one, the judges 
are not likely to come to the conclusion that it would be 
unnecessary to hold any sittings until after the 12th of October. 
It may be assumed, therefore, that part of August and/or September 
will be appropriated to the hearing of ap and that the time 
taken up by the hearing of these cases will vary according to the 
experience of the judges and the vigour and ——— the 
advocates by whom ts may be represen The 
judges themselves have so explained that a vacation of the 
existing length is absolutely necessary to recruit their 
after the labours of the year that some resistance on their part 
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relaxation, and will be at least as willing to attend the new court 
as the monthly sittings of the Old Bailey or the Middlesex 
Sessions. There will, in any case, be the consolation that under 
the new procedure briefs may be more plentiful. 


Mr. Justice Bray’s Remarkable Penalty. * 
ALTHOUGH a solicitor is an officer of the court, we have not 
hitherto been aware that he is liable, in that capacity, to be 
sentenced by a judge, as penalty for an oversight, to perform 
certain feats of endurance—namely, (1) to walk, ride or drive to 
twelve specified addresses, probably scattered widely over London ; 
(2) to find twelve named persons, most of whom will probably be 
away from home during the daytime; (3) to call; or “ wait on,” 
each of these twelve persons “ personally at his address,” to pay 
to each of them the sum of one shilling sterling coin of the realm, 
and obtain his receipt in writing for the sum so paid; and (4) to 
roduce the twelve receipts to the proper officer of the court. 
et, if the reports which have appeared in divers daily journals 
are correct, this extraordinary penalty has been inflicted by Mr. 
Justice Bray. Here is the account of the matter given by the 
Daily Telegraph of Tuesday last : 


“* A novel form of penalty was inflicted by his lordship upon a solicitor 
who had no representative in court to pay the fees at the conclusion of an 
action for damages for personal injuries. The case in question concluded 
on Friday, and there was no one present from the office of the solicitor 
of the defeated party to pay the fees of the jury and the sheriff’s fee. 
Thereupon his lordship directed that the solicitor should attend and give 
an explanation. In reply to his lordship, the solicitor said that his cierk, 
who had been in attendance earlier in the day on Friday, did not think the 
case would be over so soon. His lordship remarked that he should make 
it as disagreeable for the solicitor as he could. The clerk ought to have 
been aware that the case was soon coming to an end, and as the solicitor 
was responsible in the matter, he would have to wait on each juryman 
personally at his address and pay his fee, and get a receipt and produce it 
to the officer of the court. That would prevent the same thing occurring 
again. 

The penalty would no doubt carry out the benevolent intention 
stated to have been expressed by the learned judge, to “ make it 
as disagreeable as he could for the solicitor” ; and we can only be 
thankful he did not go further, and ordain sumptuary regulations 
with regard to the solicitor who incurred his wrath. He might 
have decreed that the offender should “ wait upon” the twelve 
jurymen, arrayed in a white sheet and bearing a candle. We 
agree with a correspondent that, if the facts are correctly stated, 
the incident can hardly pass unnoticed by the Council of the Law 


Society. 


The Civil Judicial Statistics. 


Tae Crvit Judicial Statistics for 1906, which have just been 
issued under the editorship of Sir Jonny Macpone tt, shew a 
decline in the proceedings begun in that year, though as the total 
figures consist mainly of county court proceedings, it requires 
further examination to discover their significance. Thus out of 
1,451,529 proceedings begun during the year in courts of first 
instance, no less than 1,338,269 were begun in the county courts. 
And the total decrease in proceedings, as compared with the 
previous year—namely, 21,104—is chiefly made up of a decrease 
of 18,334 in county court proceedings, and 2,423 in proceedings in 
the King’s Bench Division, A series of tables are given in the 
introduction to the statistics to shew the course of business in the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council for the ten years ending 
with 1906, The Indian appeals shew considerable fluctuations in 
the different provinces, and also in the totals. Thus the whole 
number of appeals was 32 in 1905 and 53 in 1906. The 
latter represents about the average annual number. The highest 
percentages of reversals were 41 in 1900 and 1904, while in 1902 
appellants fared very badly, and succeeded in only 11 per cent. of 

e appeals heard. The appeals from Canada shew a slight 
tendency to increase, the 20 entered in 1906 being the largest 
number for the ten years. Australasian appeals shew an opposite 
tendency, the number for 1906 being only 10, though in 1904 
they reached the exceptionally high figure of 24. The figures 
as to the result of these appeals shew great variation. In 1902 
there were 82 per cent. of reversals; in 1906 the figure was only 
20 per cent. “ But the annual averages indicate that it is much 
safer to appeal from an Australasian than from an Indian court. A 
singly tating is the diminution in the appeals from the West 


Indies. From 1827 to 1832 the annual average was 14; for the 


| past five years it has been only 2. But for the same quinquennial 


periods the total annual average of Privy Council appeals has 
risen from 53 to 91. ‘The business of the House of Lords in 1906 
shewed a marked decline as compared with the previous year. The 
appeals set down were 53, as against 75; and those heard and 
determined, 45 as against 75 ; while the House sat for judicial busi- 
ness on 70 days as against 96 in 1905. The business in the Court 
of Appeal was practically the same in 1906 as in the previous year, 
the appeals set down being 636, and those heard 601. Two dia- 
grams have been prepared to shew the nature and movements of the 
business in the Court of Appeal for the last twenty years. These 
shew that the appeals from final orders, after having reached a 
maximum in 1903, had got back in 1906 to the level of 1887, 
and that the interlocutory appeals have been steadily decreasing 
since 1901. They also shew that, while the total final appeals 
remain the same, the tendency is for these to increase in the 
Chancery Division and decrease in the King’s Bench Division. 


The Chancery and King's Bench Division. 


THe work of the Chancery Division shews a steady tendency 
to decrease. The proceedings begun in 1897 were 7,823; in 1906 
these had fallen to 6,447, and for the two quinquennial periods 
in the last ten years the annual average fell from 7,401 to 6,866. 
There has been a substantial drop also in the chamber summonses 
—from 15,431 in 1897 to 14,359 in 1906—though here the fall is 
not so regular, and the annual averages for the two quinquennial 
periods are about the same—15,113 from 1897 to 1901, and 
15,033 from 1902 to 1906. The same uniformity as between 
these two periods is shewn in the annual average of costs allowed 
—namely, £771,426 for the earlier period and £775,941 for the 
later. So that, judged by this test, the case is not so bad as 
might be feared. But the diminution in business, taken with 
the appointment of an additional judge in 1899, has had 
the natural effect of giving to each judge less work to do. 
Thus, a table of the work in the Chancery Division from 
1887 to 1906 shews that each judge, on an average, tried 
ninety-six actions in 1902-1906, as against 104 in 1897-1901, 
105 in 1892-1896, and 102 in 1887-1891. These figures, 
however, which are Sir Jonn Macpone.t’s own, do not shew 
any very material shortage, and it must not be assumed that the 
Chancery Division is now overmanned. There is certainly no 
undue rapidity in the disposal of actions, As already stated, 
there was a decline in the business of the King’s Bench Division 
in 1906, and the number of writs issued—65,699—-was the 
smallest recorded in recent years. The decline occurred both in 
the Central Office and in the district registries. But Sir Joun 
Macponegtt adds the consolatory remark that in 1907 the writs 
in the Central Office increased. The effect of the County Courts 
Act, 1903, appears to be shewn by the diminishing number of 
actions in the King’s Bench Division where the amounts recovered 
were between £50 and £100, and by the increase in the plaints 
entered in county courts for amounts between these two sums. 
These figures for the King’s Bench Division fell from 432 in 1902 
to 244 in 1906; in the county courts they rose from 1,536 in 
1902 to 2,493 in 1906. The Commercial Court appears to have 
seen its best days. It was established in 1895, and attained its 
maximum business in 1900. The actions set down and tried in 
that year were 273 and 205 respectively. In 1905 and 1906 the 
actions tried were 107 and 114. These figures seem to call for 
some explanation. In connection with the circuit business, Sir 
Joun MacponELt gives tables which emphasize once again the 
infinitesimal amount of the business at many of the assize towns. 
Moreover, the circuit business generally, judged by the actions 
entered for the last twenty years, shews a tendency to decrease—a 
tendency specially marked on the Northern Circuit, where the 
414 actions of 1887 dropped to 266 in 1906. The total on all the 
circuits fell from 1,270 to 851. It is more satisfactory to note 
that there was a corresponding decrease in the number of persons 
on trial, the aggregate for the circuits being 3,670 in 1887 and 
2,809 in 1906. The chief conclusions to be derived from the 
figures, says Sir Jonn Macponext, are that there has been a 
decrease in actions entered on circuit; that the amount recovered 
is about the same as it was ten years ago, and that the number of 





persons for trial has fallen by about one-fourth. 








OO ane tik, a a dk te es 


wep 


the 
reca 
quo 
Con 
of 





eS oa ~ ~~ 


Ooreavr ~* 





May 9, 1908. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 52.] 477_ 





A Disappearing Court. 


On rats day, the 9th of May, 1908, the Court for the Considera- 
tion of Crown Cases Reserved sit to try their last case. The court 
came into existence by virtue of the Crown Cases Act, 1848; and 
by the Judicature Act, 1873, its jurisdiction and authority were 
vested in the judges of the High Court. Long before 1848, 
however, there was an informal tribunal for considering difficult 
points of criminal law. When such a point was taken on behalf 
of a prisoner at a trial, the judge would frequently, after taking 
the verdict of the jury on the facts, reserve judgment and state a 
case for the opinion of the judges of the three common law 
courts. These judges then, at a meeting in Serjeants’-inn, 
considered the case, and were always ready to hear counsel if so 
desired. Their decision, however, had no legal force of itself, 
and was nota judgment. The judges were merely consulted by 
the judge who tried the case, and they acted as his assessors ; and 
the judgment subsequently pronounced was technically the 
judgment of that judge and of no one else. Under this system, 
of course, there was no power to quash a conviction, and a royal 
pardon was the only means of securing that result. It was not 
always a matter of entire discretion on the part of the presiding 
judge to reserve acase. Instances are on record of the judge 
refusing to reserve a point, and of the prisoner petitioning the 
Crown for a consideration of the law on his behalf. Such a 
petition has been referred to the Lord Chancellor, and by him 
referred to the common law judges. Under the Act of 1848 the 
judge who tries an indictment has absolute discretion to reserve a 
point or to refuse so todo. If he refused, there was no power 
whatever to compel him to state a case, or any means of having 
the disputed point discussed. The Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, 
transfers to the new Court of Criminal Appeal all the jurisdiction 
and authority vested by the Act of 1848 in the Court for the 
Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved and transferred by the 
Act of 1873 to the High Court. Under the Act of 1878 all the 
judges of the High Court were qualified to sit upon the highest 
tribunal having criminal jurisdiction in ordinary cases. Now a 
judge of the High Court, as such, has no place in the Appeal 
Court, which consists of certain nominated judges only. The new 
Court of Criminal Appeal has, however, all the jurisdiction 
created by the Act of 1848, and there is nothing in the Act of 
1907 to prevent a judge from stating a case and following the 
procedure of the old Act. Moreover, the Court of Criminal 
Appeal may, if they think fit, decide in any case that the procedure 
under the Act of 1848 shall be followed, and may require a case 
to be stated. This course may often considerably simplify appeals. 
But it is to be noticed that where a judge states a case under the 
Act of 1848 there is nothing to prevent the convicted person 
from appealing on some other point not raised in the case stated. 
In such a case it seems that two appeals must be heard arisin 
out of the same trial, unless the court orders them to be hear 
together. By the Judicature Act, 1881, it was provided that the 
Court of Crown Cases Reserved, now disappearing, should be 
composed of at least five judges. The new court may consist of 
as few as three, though all nine may sit together. It is to be 
hoped that the minimum number will not often sit. The decision 
of two judges out of three on an important question of criminal 
law, or reversing the finding of a jury, would hardly be acceptable 
to the public or to the profession. 


Zionism and Company Law. 


Rarety if ever before, at least in modern times, have the 
Scriptures been cited in an English court of justice in support of 
a legal argument; and certainly never before have they been 
quoted in reference to company law. Yet Deuteronomy, the 
Psalms and Isaiah were reverently referred to by counsel in the 
case of Re The Jewish Colonial Trust (Limited), before Mr. Justice 
Eve, on the 9th of April, and most impressive was counsel’s 
reading of the Psalm “ By the waters of Babylon we sat down and 
wept.” The incident takes us back to the time when all clerics 
were lawyers, or, rather, when the only lawyers were clerics, and, 
therefore, law reports being non-existent, they probably had 
recourse to the Mosaic law to support their arguments. The 
quotations occurred in connection with a petition under the 
Companies Act, 1890, for the sanction of the court to a restriction 
of the objects of the company as set forth in the memorandum of 


‘| association. Those objects were to promote and carry out 


colonization schemes in Palestine, Syria, and any other part of 
the world. The company, however, was originally brought into 
existence as an instrument calculated and intended to promote 
Zionism—that is, the realization of the Jewish ideal of the retarn 
of the chosen race to the promised land. It was thought by 
many members of the company that the very wide powers of the 
company were inconsistent with Zionism, and it was sought by 
the present petition to limit the objects of the company to the 
colonization of Palestine and the adjacent countries. On the 
other hand, it was contended that the colonization of Palestine 
was at present impracticable owing to the attitude of the Sultan 
of Turkey, and consequently the wider powers might prove to be 
valuable aids to the attainment of the ultimate goal, and in the 
meantime would afford opportunities for the immediate ameliora- 
tion of the condition of oppressed Jews in Russia and elsewhere. 
Mr. Justice Eve held that if he sanctioned the alteration he would 
be doing very little for those who advocated it and would be 
imposing an unfair restraint, and possibly an injustice, on those 
who opposed it, and accordingly he dismissed the petition. We 
hope and believe that Zionism will not lose anything by the 
decision. Indeed, we think it will gain, for it seems to us 
a sound argument that the withdrawal of the wider objects would 
for all time preclude the company from availing itself of methods 
ancillary, to and helpful towards, its main object. 


Assignments of Leaseholds by Statutory Bodies. 


Ir Has been held that when land which is subject to restrictive 
covenants is acquired for public purposes under the Lands Clauses 
Act, 1845, whether ————— Baily v. De Crespigny, L. R. 
4 Q. B. 180) or by agreement (Kirby v. Harrogate School Board, 
1896, 1 Ch. 437), the restrictive covenants are discharged, so that 
the covenantee cannot maintain an action either against the 
former owner or against the public body for breach of the cove- 
nant ; and similarly, the necessity of obtaining the lessor’s con- 
sent to the assignment of land held under a lease which contains 
a restriction on assignment is taken away: Slipper v. Tottenham, 
§c., Railway Co. (L. R. 4 Eq. 112). The reason of these decisions is 
that the purposes for which the land is taken requires that it should 
be free from the covenant, and any damage which is suffered by 
the covenantee can be made the subject for compensation. But 
the recent judgment of Jorcz, J.,in Metropolitan Water Board y. 
Solomon (ante, p. 443) shews that the same principle does not apply 
universally where land is vested in a public body acting under 
statutory authority, and if the user of the land does not require 
that it should be set free from restriction, and especially if there 
is no provision for compensation, the public body take it subject 
to any restrictive covenant by which it is affected. In that case 
a London water company had taken houses on lease for a term of 
forty years from the 25th of March, 1881, the lease containing 
a covenant against assignment without the consent of the lessors. 
The undertaking of the water company became vested in the 
Metropolitan Water Board under statutory provisions which 
rendered the board subject to all the liabilities of the company, 
The board also had statutory power to sell or lease lands. They 
contended that in their hands the leasehold hereditaments were 
free from the restriction against assignment, but Joycz, J., 
declined to take this view. The statutes made no provision for 
compensating any person who might be injured by the transfer of 
the property to the board, and in fact there was no need for this, 
since the board took it subject to the same incidents as affected 
it in the hands of their . Whatever interest the 
company had became vested in the board, but nothing further. 
Hence the board were not entitled to assign the houses without 
first obtaining the consent of the defendants, the lessors. * 


The Right to Make Alterations in a Story 
Without the Author's Consent, 

In tHe case of Humphreys v. D.C. Thomson § Co., recently 
tried before Grantaam, J., questions of much novelty and 
interest to authors of books were submitted to the jury. The 
pinkie, an authoress hore, pare the name of “ Rita,” 7 ‘a 

er action for damages for libel contained in a periodical ca 
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new story. The plaintiff had some years ago sold the right of 
publishing a story called “The Sinner,’ and this right had 
become vested in the defendants. It was admitted that the 
name of the novel had been changed to that of “ Katie Thorne,” 
and that the names of the characters had been altered; and 
witnesses called by the defendants stated that this, and the 
cutting out of portions of the story, had been done with the 
object of making it more acceptable as a serial. One of the wit- 
nesses, who stated that he had a large experience with regard to 
serial stories, said that in a majority of cases the title given 
by the author was altered and one substituted which appealed to 
the general public. Descriptions of scenery were for the same 
reason cut out of the story. The learned judge, while strongly 
disapproving of this practice, considered that there was evidence 
that in the case of serial stories it was acquiesced in by con- 
tributors. Acquiescence is, of course, something different from 
consent. We can hardly suppose that Sir Waiter Scott would 
have allowed the descriptions of scenery to be taken out of his 
novels, and it is stated in Forster's Life of Charles Dickens 
how the indignation of the novelist was roused by the adoption at 
a public meeting in Boston of a memorial against any change in 
the law of copyright, on the ground that if English authors were 
invested with any control over the republication of their own 
books it would be no longer possible for American editors to alter 
and adapt them to the American taste. The practice of American 
editors seems to have found imitators in this country. 


Ought Letters Obtained by Breaking Open a 
Private Box to be Read in Evidence? 

Dvxgine 2HE recent trial of a husband’s petition for divorce 
from his wife on the ground of adultery, it appeared that, having 
strong suspicions as to her fidelity, he forced open her boxes and 
there found certain letters which the counsel who appeared on 
his behalf said that he did not propose to read. The learned 
judge (Bucknit1, J.) is reported to have said that he had 
always a@ strong objection to the reading of letters in such 
circumstances. A box was a box and should not be opened. 
Speaking generally, neither a man nor a woman should open the 
box of one or the other. We have the strongest regard for the 
generous feelings on which this opinion is based, but the diaries 
and other private writings of persons accused of offences have 
aig been accepted as evidence against them, and we cannot 
see that it makes much difference whether these papers through 
inadvertence are left lying about or whether they are fastened up 
in abox. In either case it is tolerably clear that the person to 
whom they belonged did not mean that they should be read in a 
court of justice. A husband may not, as a general rule, be 
justified in breaking open the boxes or sealed letters of his wife, 
but there may be occasions when the evidence from other sources 
of her guilt is so cogent that we cannot be surprised if he deparis 
from a rule of conduct which in ordinary cases ought to be 
observed. And if the result of his trespass—if trespass it may be 
called—is to lead to the discovery of documents which support, 
and ure strictly relevant to the charges upon which a decree has to 
be pronounced by the court, we cannot see that the reception of 
the evidence is in any way contrary to public policy. 


Fees of Counsel in the Republic of Venezuela. 


We wave recently been favoured by newspapers with an 
account Of thedees received by counsel in certain cases tried in 
the High Court, and the amount of these fees is calculated to 
cause some anxiety to suitors. But things appear to be worse in 
the Kepublic of Venezuela. It is stated that a law having been 
made in the Republic declaring the manufacture, importation, 
and sale of matches to be a state monopoly, the President, M. 
Castro, granted a lease of this monopoly to a subject of the 
State, by whom it was assigned to an English syndicate. The 
President shortly afterwards, without trial and without warning, 
made a decree cancelling the concession. The English proprietors 
decided upon taking proceedings in the State Courts, and obtained 
with difficulty the assistance of a native lawyer who, while 
thinking that there was a good cause of action, stipulated that, 
in addition to a handsome fee for his services, an annuity should 
be settled him for a term of years, inasmuch as he ran the 
risk of bemg sent into exile for appearing against the government. 
Ic may be that the fears of this learned practitioner were 


ty 





exaggerated. He should, ut any rate, have remembered that in 
most civilized countries the bur have fearlessly appeared in defence 
of those charged with the offence of subverting the government 
of the State. 


The Honours Examination. 

THE RESULT of the last Honours Examination affords evidence 
of the high standard adopted. Out of forty-one candidates only 
nine obtained places, and the first class included one name only. 
Last year at this time eleven candidates succeeded, but there was 
no one in the first class. 








The Reconstruction of Companies. 


OccasionatLy the Court of Appeal makes havoc of the decisions 
of courts of first instance and of the opinions and practice of the 
profession by the introduction of new modes of reasoning and 
new ways of looking at a question. The recent case of Bisgood 
v. Henderson’s Transvaal Estates (Limited) seems to be an 
example of this, and the importance of the principles laid down 
calls for a fuller examination than in our previous short note 
on the result of the case (ante, p. 364) we were able to give. 
The case of reconstruction of companies was dealt with by the 
Legislature in section 161 of the Compamies Act, 1862, and 
the procedure which ought to be followed upon the sale of the 
undertaking to the new company was there marked out. The 
liquidator of the old company may, with the sanction of a 
special resolution of that company, sell the undertaking to the 
new company in consideration of shares in the new company, 
and may distribute these shares among the members of the 
old company; but dissentient members may require the liqui- 
dator either to abstain from carrying the resolution into effect, 
or to purchase their interest in the new company at a price to be 
determined by agreement or by arbitration. 

This procedure is troublesome to carry out, and, in most cases, 
it may be surmised, is productive of small pecuniary benefit 
to the dissentient members, and for a long time the advisers 
of persons interested in companies have taxed their ingenuity 
to discover some mode of dealing with dissentient members, 
which would be more convenient to the persons effecting the 
reconstruction, and not unduly burdensome to shareholders 
who did not wish to come into the scheme. The first expedient 
attempted was to introduce into the articles of association a 
clause expressly depriving a dissentient member of the rights 
given him by section 161, and giving him instead the right to 
require the liquidator to sell the shares to which he would be 
entitled, and pay over the pruceeds to him. But the drift cf 
judicial decision has been in favour of insisting that the statutory 
safeguards established in respect of companies and their opera- 
tions shall be strictly observed, and in Baring-Gould v. Shar- 
pington, &c., Syndicate (1899, 2 Ch. 90), and afterwards in 
Payne v. The Cork Co. (1900, 1 Ch. 308), it was held that the 
rights of the dissentient members as defined by section 161 
could not be varied by the regulations of the company. 

But section 161 only refers to a sale which is carried into 
effect by the liquidator. It does not appear to touch a sale 
of its undertaking made by the company itself while it is still 
a going concern ; and, accordingly, the practice has been adoptéd 
of avoiding the restriction of section 161 by arranging that the 
company shall sell its undertaking to a new company, and shall 
only go into liquidation after the sale has been completed. To 
enable this to be done, it has become usual to introduce into 
the memorandum of association a clause expressly empowering 
the company to sell its undertaking and to take the purchase 
price in shares of another company, and the decision of Currty, 
J., in Cotton v. Imperial, &c., Investment Corporation (1892, 
3 Ch. 454), has been accepted as sanctioning a sale under such 
a clause, and further, as showing that, although the sale is made 
in view of the impending liquidation of the old company, vet 
it is free from the restrictions of section 161. In that case the 
sale was approved by a resolution of the old company passed 
on the 13th of April, 1892, and the agreement was executed 
on the 2nd of May. At meetings on the 4th and 25th of May, 
1892, a special resolution was passed and confirmed for winding 
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up the old company, and it was also resolved that the liquidators 
should divide among the members the shares to be received 
under the agreement. Curry, J., declined to treat this as a 
sale under section 161, and, indeed, he characterised the argu- 
ment that it was subject to that section as extravagant. The 
sale was made by the company in anticipation of the winding up, 
and not by the liquidators in the winding up, and, consequently, 
section 161 did not apply. And Bucxugy, J., followed this 
decision in Doughty v. Lomagunda Reefs (1902, 2 Ch. 837), 
holding that a sale made by the company before winding up 
was made under the special power in the memorandum of asso- 
ciation, and was free from section 161, notwithstanding that 
a winding up was resolved upon at the same time. 

In both these cases the sale to the new company was in con- 
sideration of fully paid shares of that company, but frequently 
the reconstruction is effected for the purpose.of raising additional 
capital, and then it is part of the scheme that the shareholders 
in the old company shall accept in lieu of their fully-paid shares 
shares in the new company which are only partly paid. The 
unpaid balance thus furnishes -the necessary supply of new 
capital. But the liability attached to the new shares is a 
matter which the shareholders have never bargained for, an, 
though it may be perfectly legitimate to expect them to take 
fully-paid shares in the new company, of course they cannot 
be required to take shares burdened with this liability. And 
it was held in Manners v. St. David’s Gold, d&c., Mines (1904, 
2 Ch. 593) that the authors of the scheme were not entitled 
to present to dissentient members the alternative of either taking 
the new shares or forfeiting all their interest in the old com- 
pany. In that case the agreement for sale provided that the 
consideration should consist of partly paid shares, and that 
as further consideration, the new company should undertake 
the liabilities of the old company; but shares not accepted by 
members of the old company were to be sold by that company 
and applied in payment of its liabilities, the new company being 
to that extent relieved from its obligation under the agreement. 
Joyce, J., described the transaction as a device to compel mem- 
bers to provide additional capital when no further call could 
be made, and he held that the sale was not a sale of the nature 
authorised by the memorandum. In the Court of Appeal the 
same view was taken. A sale under the power in the memo- 
randum must be a sale out and out, under which the considera- 
tion becomes part of the assets of the selling company, and can 
be dealt with without reference to the purchasing company. 
Under the circumstances stated, part of the consideration 
reverted in certain events to the purchasing company, and this 
was sufficient to show that the sale was improper, though the 
scheme was also treated as objectionable, since it involved the 
imposition on the members of the obligation to find more capital. 

In the case just stated, dissentient members had to forfeit 
their interest entirely, and the benefit of the forfeiture accrued 
to the new company. This was obviously inequitable, and in 
subsequent schemes which have come before the courts, this par- 
ticular objection has been removed, and provision has been 
made for the realisation of the shares which are not accepted, 
and for the payment of the proceeds to the members concerned. 
A scheme of this nature came before Kexewicn, J., in Bisgood 
v. Nile Valley Co. (1906, 1 Ch. 747), and, notwithstanding 
the difference in its nature, was held by him to be within the 
principle of Manners v. St. David’s Gold, &c., Mines (supra), 
and to be ultra vires. Upon a sale of the undertaking duly 
carried out under the power in the memorandum, the duty of 
the liquidator is to realise the shares received as consideration, 
and after payment of debts to distribute the surplus among all 
the shareholders according to their interests. Under the pro- 
posed scheme the dissentient shareholders, it was said, lost this 
right and took instead a right to participate in a sale of part 
of the assets. Hence Kexewicn, J., held that, while there was 
no absolute forfeiture as in Manners’ case, yet there was an 
interference with the strict rights of the shareholders, which 
made the scheme u/trda vires. 

Just a month after this decision of Kexewicu, J., the same 
question came before Warrineton, J., in Fuller v. White 
Feather Reward (1906, 1 Ch. 823), and with a different result. 
The gist of this later decision was that the proposed mode of 
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dealing with the shares of the dissentient’ shareholders was, in 
fact, a proper distribution of the assets in the winding up. 
Primd facie all the new shares were to be distributed among 
the members of the old company rateably. As far as possible 
this would be done by the liquidator. As far as it was not 
possible—that is, as regards shares which members would ot 
accept—the liquidator was to take the only practicable course. 
He was to realise the shares, and distribute the proceeds among 
the members entitled. In effect, although the decision pro- 
fessed to distinguish Bisgood v. Wile Valley Co., which was 
not then fully reported, it was at variance with it. Kexewicn, 
J., insisted on the right of shareholders to a rateable share in 
the realised assets of the company. Warrinaton, J., was satis- 
fied if, under a scheme for distribution of assets in specie, mem- 
bers who declined to take the assets were offered instead a share 
of the proceeds of the assets thus rejected. 

The present case of Bisgood v. Henderson’s Transvaal Estates 
(Limited) (supra) was in substance identical with thie cases which, 
as just mentioned, resulted in a difference of opinion between 
Kexewicn, J., and Warriaton, J. The effect of the scheme 
was to substitute for fully paid £1 shares in the old company, 
shares in the new company of the same nominal amount, but 
paid up only to the extent of 17s: 6d. The new shares were to 
be offered to the members of the old company, and any shares 
not taken up were to be sold by the liquidator, and the net pro- 
ceeds distributed among the dissentient members. Evz, J., 
before whom the case came in the first instance, followed the 
decision of Warrinaton, J., in Fuller v. White Feather Reward 
(supra), and held that the scheme was not ultra vires; but 
the Court of Appeal arrived at a contrary result. The leading 
points in the judgment of Buckzey, L.J., in which the Master of 
the Rolls and Fietcuer Movtron, L.J., concurred, were (1) that 
the scheme was one for enforcing a further payment on fully 
paid shares, and that this was as much prohibited by the Act 
of 1862 as the issue of shares at a discount ; and (2) that, unless 
the sale were made under section 161, so as to secure for dis- 
sentient shareholders the procedure pointed out in that section, 
the proceeds must be dealt with in accordance with the strict 
rights of the shareholders, that is, the assets, including the 
shares in the new company, must be realised and applied first 
in payment of the debts, and then a proportionate share of 
the balance paid to each shareholder. 

As to the first point, it may be doubted whether it really 
helps the argument to refer to the principles as to the issue of 
shares at a discount. Welton v. Saffery (1897, A. C. 299), to 
which Buck.ey, L.J., referred, is the last of the series of decisions 
which decide that all shares are subject to payment of the full 
nomihal amount, not only for the purpose of settling accounts 
between creditors and members, but also for the purpose of 
settling accounts between the members themselves. And as 
members are bound to pay up to the nominal amount, so section 
38 (4) provides that the liability shall not be carried further. 
But to say that this applies in the case of a reconstruction 
scheme, in which partly paid shares are substituted for fully 
paid shares, involves, if we may say 80, a certain laxity of reason- 
ing. The principles of Welfon v. Saffery and of section 38 (4) 
apply to the shares in the old company, and there is no attempt 
to violate them. It may be that the dissentient member is 
being improperly treated, and it may be that the scheme is a 
device to induce him to make a further contribution, but this 
is no objection to the scheme if it keeps within the statute. No 
liability to contribute can, as a matter of fact, be enforced 
against the member, nor is any attempt to do so made. He is 
affected only by the manner in which it is proposed to deal 
with the new shares. If the proposed dealing is lawful, then 
the authors of the scheme of reconstruction have placed before 
the shareholders a perfectly legitimate alternative—either to 
accept the new shares and pay the assessment, or to withdraw 
upon the terms of participating in the proceeds of the rejected 
shares. It may be said that, in effect, this is to increase the 
liability on the shares, but it is submitted that the practical 
outcome is really quite otherwise. No shareholder need sub- 
scribe a penny more. Each has had the benefit of his ori 
speculation, and, ex hypothesi, it has proved a failure. If he 
likes to stop, he is at liberty to do so. If others desire to go on 
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and attempt to turn the failure into success by providing more 
money, there is nothing in the principle of limited liability to 
prevent them. 

The decision of the Court of Appeal, if it is sound, must really 
rest upon the second point, namely, that upon a distribution 
of assets in winding up dissentient members cannot be deprived 
of the benefit of section 161; and this involves the overruling 
of the decision of Curry, J., in Cotton v. Imperial, &c., Invest- 
ment Corporation (supra), a step which the Court of Appeal, 
accordingly, have taken. As pointed out above, it has been 
already decided that the procedure directed by that section 
cannot be varied as regards sales carried out under the section. 
The present decision takes this recognition of statutory rights 
further, and lays it down that when thé proceeds of sale are 
distributed in a winding up, they must either be distributed 
by realisation and division among all shareholders, or, that 
if any division in specie takes place, it must be in accordance 
with section 161. In other words, the memorandum of asso- 
ciation’ if it authorises a sale and division of capital assets in 
any other manner goes beyond its province. Its proper province 
is to regulate the conduct of the company during its currency, 
and though Buckiey, L.J., did not go so far as to forbid all 
regulation as to dealing with assets after liquidation, yet such 
regulation must not vary the statutory rights of the members. 

But all this may be conceded without conceding also the appli- 
cation of the principle made by the Court of Appeal. The sale 
in the case supposed is not in fact made under section 161, and 
it is difficult to see how any reference to that section is relevant. 
The statutory rights of the dissentient shareholders must, it is 
submitted, be sought elsewhere, and they are found in the pro- 
vision of section 133 (1) that, subject to satisfaction of liabili- 
ties, the assets “shall, unless it be otherwise provided by the 
regulations of the company, be distributed amongst the members 
according to their rights and interests in the company.”’ In 
view of the decision of the Court of Appeal, it is useless to 
discuss minutely the distribution which these words authorise. 
As has been pointed out by a correspondent (ante, p. 411), it 
is unnecessary to insist in the present connection on the rights 
of creditors. They, of course, must be provided for befcre 
any of the assets go to the members. But it would 
seem that where the memorandum authorises a distribution 
in specie, it is, as was held by Warrinaton, J., in Fuller 
v. White Feather Reward (supra), a sufficient compliance to 
allow willing members to take the property in specie, and to 
divide among unwilling members the proceeds of the property 
which they decline. That, however, is not the view of the 
Court of Appeal; and, while the present judgment stands, 
schemes of reconstruction which involve the raising of further 
capital must be carried out with due regard to the rights of 
dissentient members as defined by section 161. This means 
practical inconvenience, and it may be doubted whether it really 
improves the position of the dissentient members. 








Reviews. 
Criminal Appeal. 


CRIMINAL APPEAL AND EvipENcE. By N. W. SIBLEy, Barrister-at- 
Law. Fisher Unwin; Sweet & Maxwell, Limited. 


PB aod is =? seis on the * 2* which has just come into 
ation, but a general review and history of the subject of a 
in criminal cases, and of the steps which led to the ; ing wae 
Act. The book will be found interesting reading by J in 
the ractice of the criminal law, and by those attracted to the study 
of important subject. In perusing its pages we can realize the 
great advances towards the attainment of a system of real justice 
made by successive changes in the law. Prisoners were given the 
right to have copies of depositions; the right to have their witnesses 
examined on oath ; the right to be defended by counsel ; the right to 
give evidence themselves; and finally, the right to appeal from a 
verdict or judgment against them, Many interesting cases of 
miscarriage are discussed, and the recent Edalji case receives 
—— notice ; but it is reassuring to read that on the whole there 
ave been a few wrong convictions in the past. The chapter on 


the payment of compensation in cases of wrongful conviction will also 


well repay reading. 


Coroner’s Law. 


THe Kino’s CoronER: BEING THE PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE 
IN His JupiciAL AND MINISTERIAL Capacities. By R. 
HENSLOWE WELLINGTON, Barrister-at-Law, M.R.C.8., L.R.C.P., 
— Coroner for Westminster. Vor. II. Baillière, Tindall, & 

OX. 

The first volume of this book made its appearance a considerable 
time before the volume now under notice, and consisted of a short 
and interesting historical sketch of the office of coroner, together 
with a collection of the statutes relating thereto. This second 
volume is quite complete in itself,.and forms a treatise on the prac- 
tice and procedure of the coroner’s court. The author is evidently 
thoroughly familiar with every detail of a coroner’s duties, and 
writes with the knowledge gained by experience as well as that 
gained by research. The book is clearly and carefully written, and 
from a practical point of view seems to exhaust the subject. We can 
thoroughly recommend it to those members of the profession whom 
it concerns. 





Weights and Measures. 


Tue WEIGHTS aND Measures Acts, 1878 To 1904, WITH THE 
BoarD OF TRADE REGULATIONS AND OTHER STATUTES RELATING 
THERETO. By W. Ertc BovusFiEtp, Barrister-at-Law. WITH A 
PREFACE by W. R. BovsFrELD, K.C. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The chief object of the Weights and Measures Act, 1904, and of 
the elaborate and important regulations made thereunder by the 
Board of Trade at the end of last year, was to introduce uniformity 
in the methods by which the earlier Acts were carried out. Mr. 
Bousfield, K.C., was the chairman of the Departmental Committee 
to whose labours the regulations are due, and he has written an 
introduction to this book. This fact will, no doubt rightly, be 
considered as a guarantee of its worth. The subject is an important 
one, and one which directly concerns a very large number of persons, 
and indirectly concerns us all. Those who have to see to the enforce- 
ment of this branch of the law will find in the book all the 
information they require. There is a short introduction giving a 
sketch of the subject, followed by the Acts in extenso, decided cases 
being noticed in short notes following the section considered. The 
new regulations are also given in full; and in an Appendix will be 
found some useful forms and other information. 





APPEAL CASES UNDER THE WEIGHTS AND MEAsuREs Acts, BREAD 
Acts, Licensina Act, 1872, THE Merrcuanpiz—E Maexs Act, 
1887, AS AFFECTING THE DUTIES GENERALLY OF INSPECTORS OF 
WEIcuts AND Measures. By G. F. Attwoop, Chief Official 
under the Weights and Measure Acts, &e., for Wolverhampton. 
Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 

This little book is a collection of cases decided by various courts on 
matters of interest to inspectors of weights and measures. We have 
no doubt that it will be found extremely useful by the class for 
which it is intended. The point in each decision is reported clearly 
and with accuracy. 





Magisterial Law. 


TuE Justice’s NoTE-BookK: CONTAINING A SHORT ACOOUNT OF THE 
JURISDICTION AND DUTIES OF JUSTICES, AND AN EPITOME OF 


CrimimnaL Law. By the late W. Knox Wicram, J.P, EicutTu 
Epition. By Leonarp W. KERsHaw, Barrister-at-Law. Steven 
& Son; Sweet & Maxwell. 

This well-known book is excellent of its kind. It does not profess 
to be a complete digest of the law affecting justices, nor to rival 
** Stone”; but it fully comes up to its profession as a ‘‘note-book,” 
and gives a capital epitome of the law. Eight years have passed 
since the last edition was published, and the book was becoming out 
of date. It bas now been carefully brought up to date again ; and we 
congratulate Mr. Kershaw on bis work, and advise every magistrate 
who has not got a copy to obtain one. 





Indian Criminal Law. 

Tue Prinocirtes oF InpIAN CriminaL Law: AN INTRODUCTION 
TO THE Srupy OF THE PENAL CopE. By Eric R. Watson, 
Barrister-at-Law, Advocate of the Supreme Court of Ceylon. 
Sweet & Maxwell. 

This book is not a summary of the Indian Penal Code, nor does it 
profess to give a complete synopsis of the criminal law of India. It 
aims at thoroughly explaining the fundamental principles on which 
the law is founded, especially considering those principles which 





are common to every system of law, and distinguishing (where 
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necessary) the Indian law from the English. The author is 
evidently a master of his subject; and we can recom- 
mend the book to all students who have to pass an cumulation in 
Indian criminal law. 





Criminal Law and Practice. 


A GumE To CrammaL LAW AND PROCEDURE: INTENDED FOR THE 
Usz oF STUDENTS FOR THE BAR FINAL AND FOR THE 
Soxicirors’ Fiyat EXAMINATIONS. 
Solicitor. SzEvgentH EpitTion. Furnival Press. 


A seventh edition of this well-known guide will be welcome to 
students wishing to refresh their memories of larger books just before 
facing the examiners. 





Books of the Week. 


The Practice of the Court of Quarter Sessions and its Civil, 
Administrative and Appellate Jurisdiction, to which is added a Short 
Treatise on its Criminal Jurisdiction, with Tables of Statutes under 
which Appeals Lie, and of all Indictable Offences Triable at Quarter 
Sessions, and Appendices. By Joun FrepDgRIcK AROHBOLD, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sixth Edition, Revised and Partly Re-written. 
By Francois R. Y. Raporirre, Esq., K.C. Butterworth & Co.; 
Shaw & Sons. 


A Compendium of the Law of Torts, specially Adapted for 
the Use of Students. By Huon Fraser, M.A., LL.D., Barrister- 
at-Law. Seventh Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The English Reports. Vol. LXXXIII.: King’s Bench Division 
XII., containing Raymond, Sir T. Levinz 1, 2, and 3, Keble 1. 
William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Jones’ Book of Practical Forms for Use in Solicitors’ Offices. Vol. II., 
containing about 150 Precedents, comprising, inter alia, Agreements 
for Sale, Hire-Purchase, and Employment, an Affiliation agree- 
ment an Abstract of Title, Requisitions, Conveyances, ignments, 
Mo s, Tenancy Agreements and Leases, Assignments for Benefit 
of Creditors, Bills of Sale, Bills of Exchange, Statutory Declarations, 
Apprenticeship Indentures, Articles of Clerkship, Deeds Relating to 
Rent-charges, Bonds, and Notices, together with a Miscellaneous 
Collection of Everyday Forms, with Dissertations, Notes, and Refer- 
ences. By CHARLES JONES. Effingham Wilson. 

Poor Law Settlement and Removal. By Hersert DAVEy, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Criminal Appeals under the Criminal Appeal Act of 1907; with 
Rules of Court and Forms. By A. C, Forstzr Bourton, MP., 
Barrister -at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 

The Licensed Trade: An Independent Survey. By Epwin A. 
Pratt, John Murray. 
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HUGGETT ». MIERS. No. 1. 29th April. 


LANDLORD AND Tenant—Hovse Ler m Serarate Tenements—Dvry To 
Licut Strarrcase—Accrpent To Pgrson Visrrinc TENANT. 


The defendant was the owner of a building, the separate floors of which he let 
to different tenants for offices. The defendant retained possession and control of 
the staircase. The staircase was lighted by means of gas brackets on each landing, 
the gas being supplied, not by the defendant, but from meters belonging to the 
tenants of the several offices, and each tenant when he left at night turned out the 
gas outside his office. The plaintiff was a canvasser in the employment of the 
tenant of offices on the second floor, and late one evening, after all the gas on the 
several landings had been turned out, he came down the staircase in the dark and, 
mistaking his way, was going down to the basement when he fell through @ door 
and was injured. He brought an action to recover damages for the injuries sus- 
tained, upon the ground that it was the defendant’s duty to light the staircase. 

Held, that, apart from contract, there was no duty upon the defendant to light 
the stairease, and that no implication of any such contract could be made, and that 
therefore he was not liable. 

Miller ». Hancock (41 W. R. 578; 1893, 2 Q. B. 177) discussed. 


A by the defendant for judgment or a new trial in an action 
tried before Channell, J., and a jury at Leeds, in which the plaintiff 
claimed to recover damages for injuries. The defendant, who 
was the owner of a building at , let the different floors thereof to 
separate tenants as offices. The staircase, which gave access to all the 
offices, remained in the possession and under the control of the defendant. 
The staircase was lighted by means of gas brackets on the several 
* e 
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outside the offices, and the gas was supplied to the brackets, not 
defendant, but from meters belonging to the respective tenante, 
tenant when he left at night turned off the gas at the bracket which his 
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meter supplied, and thus when the last tenant left the staircase was in 
The plaintiff was a canvasser in the of the tenants 
of a set of offices on the second floor of the , and being there on 


Parnes eb oe Se ee all the 
put out. In the bo deomaie’. Sy 

towards the basement, not kno yyy ye fe degrees 
the door to which was closed, and 


P., said that the plaintiff based his contention 
the case of Miller v. Hancock (41 W. R. 578; 1893, 2 Q. B. 177). Asa 
granted owner of the 


ment to do any 
under which the 
under no duty 
eee rc ey by such d 
who came u @ prem vitation o 
Hiller — the cutee ad that the 
taken to keep the staircase in a proper state of repair, 
that the premises would be of no use to the tenants unless he kept the 
staircase in repair, and if he did not do so the whole transaction would be 
futile. The decision in that case ded wu 
efendant was under a duty to 


t case the contention went 

reasonable implication of any such duty could beraised. Miller v. Hancock 
was an exceptional case, and should not be extended so as to cover the 
present case. The judgment for the defendant was therefore right. 

Fiercuer Movtron and Farwett, L.JJ., concurred.—Counser, Tindal 
Atkinson, K.C., and H. 8. Cautley ; nen K.0., and J. A. Compston, 
Soxicrrors, Rollit ¢ Sons, for A, R. Lake, Wakefield ; Jaques ¢ Co., for Scott 
F Turnbull, Leeds. 

[Reported by W. F. Bazar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LAZARUS v, SMITH. No. 2. ist May. 
Practice—Summary Jupoment—Action sy Money-Lenper—Harsu Anp 
UnconscronaBLe Transaction—R. 8. O. XIV.—Monzgr-nenpers Act, 

1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. c. 51), s. 1. 

Where a defendant under order 14 sets up a claim to ny § under the Money- 
lenders Act, 1900, the proper order to be made under order 14 is one which gives 
the plaintiff judgment for portion remaining due of the total money actually 
lent by the plaintiff to the defendant without interest, and gives the defendant 
leave to defend as to the residue of the claim. 

Tels wes om cape be Ee defendant from an order made by Ridley, J., 

e 


ie 
I 
= 
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at chambers. tiff in the action is a money-lender, 

‘* A. Masters,’’ and he sued the defendant on a note for " 
It appeared from the affidavit sworn the defendant the plaintiff 
had advanced the defendant £250 in Fi , 1907, on a promissory note 
for £350, repayable by five instalments of £20, payable respectively in 
Merch, April, May, June, and July following, and one instalment of 
payable in August. The defendant paid the five instalments of £20, but 

the instalment of £250. The 


was unable to pa note was 
renewed several and the defendant on such renewals further 
sums amountin in all to £110, making a of £210 repaid by him to 
the plaintiff. these circumstances, on a summons by the plaintiff under 
order 14 for liberty to sign j t for the amount claimed, the 
master ordered that the plaintiff be at liberty to a? as 
against the defendant for £40, and that the defendant should have leave to 


defend as to the residue, and that the action should be set down for trial 
in the short cause list. On a) by the defendant, Ridley, J., affirmed 
the master’s order. The son super’ to the Court of Appeal 
to have the plaintiff’s —— aoe 14 dismissed with costs. 
pea Court (Cozzns- x, M.R., and Kennapy, L.J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

zens-Harpy, M.R., said that, in his opinion, the ap 
no desire or intention to from one word that he 
Allott (1904, 2 K. B. 842), and he wished it to be that his view 
which an issue had to be decided the Money- 

ought to be dealt ge ype 

and not by summary judgment under order 
one in which the defendant admitted that he had received! £250 
money-lender, and he asserted that he had paid back £210, 
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plaintiff judgment for the principal sum admitted to be due, and interest 

at five per cent., was wrong and ought not to be followed. In the present 

case, however, that was not what had been done, and the ap must 
with costs. 

Kennepy, L.J., agreed. His lordship thought that it could not be 
right that, if order 14 was to apply at all where there was an admitted 
debt, rule 4 was not to apply where the claim was made by a money- 
lender. His lordship also agreed with what the Master of the Rolls had 
said as to the practice, stated in the note in the Annual Practice to ord. 
14, r..1, of giving the plaintiff judgment for any portion remaining due 
of the total money actually lent by the plaintiff to the defendent during 
the whole of the transactions forming the subject-matter of the action, 
with 5 per cent. interest. In his lordship’s view the right course was not 
to deal at all with interest which might be a subject for inquiry and 
assessment, and possibly assessment on less favourable terms under the 
Money-lenders Act, on a proceeding under order 14, which should only be 
used in a case where a liquidated sum was admitted to be due.—CovunszL, 
Chaytor ; Moyses, So.scrrors, Nicholson § Crouch ; Emanuel, 


[Reported by J. I. Sriniixa, Barrister-at-Law. } 


IVIMEY v. IVIMEY. No, 2. 30th April. 


Practice—Orper ror Payment or Costs mn Divorce Surr— Action 
Uron Ornper—R. 8. C. XLII. 24; LXVIII. 1. 


The effect of ord. 68, r. 1, coupled with ord, 42, r. 24, is that an action cannot 
be maintained in the High Court to enforce an order made by a judge of the 
Divorce Division, though this does not apply to an order made by a judge of that 
division in Probate, 

This was an appeal from a decision of Coleridge, J., in chambers. It 
Fo mage that in a divorce suit, Mabel Ivimey being the petitioner, and 
John William Ivimey respondent, the Fresident of the Probate, Divorce, 
and Admirality Division on the 19th of February, 1908, made an order 
ordering the respondent within seven days of the service of the order to 
pay to the petitioner £62 10s. 9d., being the amount of the petitioner’s costs, 
and further, within seven days to lodge in court £60 to cover the costs of 
the petitioner of the hearing, to give a bond and two sureties in a penal sum 
of £120 conditioned for the payment of such expenses of petitioner as should 
be certified to be due and payable by the respondent, not exceeding the 
said sum of £60., All further proceedings to be stayed until the order was 
complied with. This order having been disobeyed, an application was 
now made to the court under order 14 to sign judgment for the sum of 
£62 10s. 9d. Coleridge, J., was of opinion that the decision in Norton v. 
Gregory (73 L.T. 10), that where there isa final adjudication on the merits as 
to payment of costs by the order to pay, in the Probate Division, thatis in 
the nature of a judgment, and an action can be brought upon it under 
ord. 42, r. 4, was distimguishable from the present case, as this was an 
order pendente lite, liable under certain circumstances to be reversed. He 
was of opinion, therefore, that the proper remedy for the enforcement of 
the order was by attachment, and further, that, even if it were open for 
the petitioner tosue the respondent for the money ordered to be paid, 
such a suit would, in the circumstances, be an abuse of the process of the 
court. He accordingly dismissed the action brought by the petitioner 
against the respondent with costs. The petitioner appealed. 

— Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Kennepy, L.J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

— — M.R.—This is an appeal in a matter of some importance, 
and I am happy to say that we have had every possible assistance from 
counsel, but 1 think that there is no ground for doubting that the 
decision of Coleridge, J., was right. An order was made in the Divorce 
Division for payment of certain costs by the respondent to the petitioner ; 
all further proceedings were stayed until that order was complied with. 
The consequences of an order made in the Divoice Court are prescribed 
by the rules and orders made for proceedings in the Divorce Court, and by 
rule 179 the person in whose favour an order for payment of costs is 
made can, if the costs be not paid within seven days, obtain as of course 
the issue of a writ of jieri facias, or writ of sequestration. In addition 
to that there is a -_ to apply for attachment. The petitioner has not 
applied to enforce the order in the manner prescribed by the jrule or in 
accordance with the practice of the Divorce Court, but she has issued a 
writ in the High Court claiming the amount due under the order. The 
learned judge has held that no such action will lie, and in my opinion his 
decision is perfectly correct. In the first place this is nota ju ent, 
it is a mere order. Before the Judicature Acts the law was t an 
action could not be rae in one branch of the courts upon an order 
of another branch of the court, but now by ord. 42, r. 24 every 
order of the court or a judge may be enforced against all persons bound 
thereby in the same manner as a judgment to the same effect. The 
effect of that is that for most pur there is no difference 
between an order and a formal judgment. There may be differences 
between an interlocutory order ol a final order, but the mere fact that an 
order is called an order and not a judgment does not prevent the court 
from employing the same remedies as if it were a judgment. Now, the 
appellant here must proceed under rule 24 of order 42, and that rule has no 
application to the present case, because when you look at ord. 68, r. 1, you 
fiad, ‘‘ Subject to the provisions of this order nothing in these rules, save 
as expressly provided, shall affect the procedure or practice in any of the 
following causes or matters: (a) Criminal proceedings . . . (d) Proceed- 
ings for divorce or other matrimonial causes.’’ The respondent’s point is 
that the effect of ord 68. r. 1, coupled with ord. 42, r. 24, does not give 
any jurisdiction to the High Court to enforce by action any order made in 
the Divorce Court, whether it be an interlocutury or final order. I think 
the authorities bear out that contention. In Godfrey v. George (1896, 1 Q. B. 
48) a solicitor had been ordered to pay the costs of an application to strike 





him off the rolls, and an action was brought upon that order. It was held 
that the action could be maintained on the ground that the pi 

to strike him off were not criminal proceedings, and were, therefore, 
proceedings to which ord. 42, r. 24, applied. Bailey v. Bailey (13 Q. B. D. 855) 
is to the same effect, that the remedy on an order for alimony made by a 
judge of the Divorce Division is that prescribed by 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85 
and the rules of the Divorce Division. That being so, and there —* 80 
far as I am aware, no authority to the contrary, I think that we must hold 
that no action can be maintained in the High Court on an order made by 
a judge of the Divorce Court. I will only add that this does not apply 
to an order made by a judge of that division in Probate, because the 
practice in Probate is not excepted by ord. 68, r.1. The appeal must be 
dismissed. 

Kennepy, LJ., was of the same opinion, but his lordship was not sure 
that he quite agreed with the precise grounds of Coleridge, J.’s, judgment, 
and preferred to base his judgment on the ground stated by the Master of 
the Rolls, that ord. 42, r. 24, did not apply to enforce an order made by a 
judge of the Divorce Court, but that the process which should be followed 
was the process indicated by the rules of the division.—Counsex, Lynch ; 
Hogg. Soxicrrors, C. BR. A. Edmonds ; Paterson, Candler, § Sykes. 

(Reported by J. I. Sriztixa, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
WARD v. WEBER AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 30th April. 


County Covrr—Action or Tort sy NeoGiicEencr, Remitrep TO—JOINDER 
or Cram uNDER Empioyers’ Liasitity Act, 1880. 


Where an action in the High Court for damages for personal injuries caused by 
the negligence of the defendants is remstted to the county court, and the plaintiff 
in his particulars of claim in the county court combines with his claim for tort an 
alternative claim under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, the county court has 
jurisdiction to try the latter claim. 


Appeal from the Shoreditch County Court. The plaintiff brought an 
action against his employers in the High Court for damages for personal 
injuries alleged to have been caused by their negligence. The action was 
remitted to the county court on the application of the defendants under 
section 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888. The plaintiff filed particulars 
of his claim in the county court. In these particulars there was also an 
alternative claim under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880. At the trial 
the deputy county court judge sustained the contention of the defendants 
that he had no power to try the claim under the Employers’ Liability Act, 
1880, but only the claim for tort remitted from the High Court. Section 
66 of the County Courts Act, 1888, after providing for the remission under 
certain circumstances of actions of tort from the High to the county court, 
continues: ‘‘ And the action and all proceedings therein shall be tried 
and taken in such court as if the action bad originally been commenced 
therein . . .” By ord. 14, r. 12, of the County Court Rules, 1903 
and 1904: ‘‘ A plaintiff may file and deliver amended particulars of de- 
mand .. . atany time before the return day, without obtaining any 
order for the purpose; but the judge at the trial, if satisfied that the 
opposite party has not had a reasonable opportunity of preparing his case 
to meet any new matter introduced by such amendment, or for any 
sufficient cause, may disallow the amendment, or may adjourn the trial, 
and may make such order as to costs as he may think fit.”’ 

Tue Court (Cuannett and Surron, JJ.) held that the deputy county 
court judge had jurisdiction to hear the claim under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880, as such a claim was properly brought in the county 
court and as the plaintiff, having power to subsequentiy amend his claim 
for tort by adding the alternative claim under the Employers’ Liability 
Act, 1880, the two claims could be advanced in the same particulars. The 
case, therefore, was sent down for a new trial.—CounseL, Moyses; Thorn 
Drury. Soxscrrors, C. F. Appleton; William Hurd § Son. 


[Reported by C. G. Mona, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BROOK (LIM.) v. MELTHAM URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. Div. Court. 
28th and 29th April. 


Rivers Pottvtion Prevention Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 75), s. T— 
** Sewers’? Onty Surrictent FOR THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE DisTRICT 
—Bacrentrat Purirication Works. 


Seetion 7 of the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, which deals with the 
provision by sanitary and local authorities having sewers under their control, of 
Sacilities to manufacturers for carrying the liquids from thewr factories into the 
sewers, provides, inter alia, that no sanitary authority shall be required to give 
such facilities *‘ where the sewers of such authority are only sufficient for the 
requirements of their district.”’ 

Held, that the word ‘‘ sewers’’ in this proviso means sewers proper, and does 
not include bacterial purifivation works into which the sewage flows through the 
sewers, and whence it is carried by pipes into a river. 

Appeal from the county court. The plaintiffs, manufacturers, claimed 
that the defendants, the local authority, had wrongfully refused to give 
them ‘‘ facilities ’’ for carrying liquids proceeding from their factories 
into the sewers under the control of the local authority under section 7 of 
the Rivers Prevention Pollution Act, 1876, and they claimed an order that 
the defendants should afford them such “‘ facilities.’’ By section 7 of the 
Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876: ‘‘ Every sanitary or other local 
authority having sewers under their control shall give facilities for 
enabling manufacturers within their district to carry the liquids pro- 
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ceeding from their factories or manufacturing processes into such sewers. 
Provided that . . . Provided also, that no sanitary authority shall be 
required to give such facilities, as aforesaid, where the sewers of such 
authority are only sufficient for the requirements of their district. . . .” 
It appeared from the evidence that the sewage in the district of this local 
authority was carried by sewers into bacterial purification works, and 
thence by pipes into a river. The county court judge found that the 
**sewers,’’ it they included the bacterial purification works, were not 
sufficient for the requirements of the district, but that the sewers proper — 
the pipes—were more than sufficient for the requirements of the district, 
and he held that the word ‘‘ sewers’ in the proviso to section 7 included 
the bacterial purification works, and accordingly refused to make an ord-r 
on the defendants to grant the plaintiffs facilities for carrying the liquids 
from their factories into the sewers. ‘The plaintiffs appealed. 

Cuanneit, J., said that if the point were open there was ground for 
saying that the word “ sewers” in the proviso meant sewerage system 
He said this partly owing to the policy of the section, which gave facilities 
to a manufacturer to empty the liquids from his factory into the sewers of 
a local authority to prevent the poliution of rivers, but it was provided that 
the local authority were not required to give such facilities where their 
sewers were only sufficient for the requirements of their district. If the 
sewers were not sufficient the local authority were not to be made to make 
them sufficient for this purpose, and there ap no more reason why 
the local authority should be put to the expense of enlarging their 
purification works than of enlarging their sewers proper. But he did not 
say that was his final view on the question as apart trom authority. But, in 
his opinion, the cases of Guthrie, Craig, Peter, § Co. v. Magistrates of Brechin 
(1888, 15 R. 385) and of Eastwood Brothers (Limited) v. Harley (1901, 1 Ch. 
645) were exactly in point. On the authority of those two cases he must 
construe the word sewers in the proviso as meaning sewers proper as 
distinguished from the drainage or sewerage system. 

Sutton, J., said that in his judgment he agreed with that of the Lord 
President in Guthrie, Craig, Peter, § Co. v. Magistrates of Brechin (supra).— 
Counss1, Danckwerts, K.C., and Wilberforce ; Scott- Fox, K.C., and Lowenthal. 
Souicrrors, Van Sandau & Co., for Mills ¢ Co., Huddersfield; Rawi, 
Johnstone, § Co., for Learoyd ¢ Co., Huddersfield. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


BAKER v. SNELL. Div. Court. 4th May. 


Doe—Savace Doc—Owner or, To Kerr at His Perti—Breacn or Duty 
BY Owner's Servant Enrrustep with Care or Doc. 


The owner of a savage dog must keep it at his peril, and if he entrusts it to the 
care of his servant, and that servant sets the dog upon a person who is bitten by 
the dog, an action will lie against its owner. 


Appeal from the county court. The plaintiff wasa barmaid, and the 
defendant was her employer. The plaintiff brought an action against the 
defendant for damages for personal injuries caused by the bite of a dog of 
which the defendant was the owner. It appeared from the plaintiff's 
evidence that the dog had previously bitten the plaintiff, her sister, and 
also another person, and that the defendant had given his potman 
orders to let the dog loose on his coming down in the morning, but to tie 
it up before the barmaids came down. It appeared that the potman on 
the occasion when the plaintiff was bitten came with the dog into the 
kitchen where the barmaids were having breakfast, saying, ‘* [ will bet the 
dog will not bite anyone. Go it, Bob!” and that the dog then bit the 
plaintiff. The county court judge non-suited the plaintiff, holding 
that the injuries arose from the wilful and malicious act of the potman, 
and that he had assaulted the plaintiff. ‘The plaintiff appealed. 

CHANNELL, J., said that in his opinion the owner of a savage dog would 
not be liable for the act of a third person, for whom the owner was in no 
way responsible, in setting the dog at aman. But in this case the person 
to whose act the injury was due was the servant of the defendant, to whose 
care the defendant had entrusted the dog. There was a distinct breach of 
the potman’s duty in not tying the dog up. If the potman had been 
shewn to have a special spite against this barmaid, the master could not 
have been liable. But there was no evidence of that. On the whole, he 
thought that the act of the potman, though it might be eaid to have been 
wanton and malicious, might render the master liable, as it was the duty 
of the master to keep the dog safe, and he had entrusted it to his servant, 
who did not keep it safe. Also, it might be that if the case had been left 
to the jury they might have found that the dog bit the plaintiff by reason 
of its sav: disposition and without any inducement from the potman. 
There would, therefore, have to be a new trial. 

Sutron, J., agreed with the decision.—Counset, A. Profumo and G. 
Head ; EB. 8. Abinger. BSoracrrons, H. F. Strouts ; Philbrick § Co. 


[Reported by C, G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re LEBER. Ex parte THE TRUSTEE, Bigham, J. 6th April; 4th May. 


Banxrurtcy—Biit or Sate—Dzreasance—RecisTRaTION—BI11s or SAE 
Act, 1878, s. 10, sun-secrion 3. 


A debtor gave a bill of sale over his household chattels to secure £1,000, and on 
the same day executed a mortgage of his leascholds to secure the same loan. The 
mortgage contained provisoes different from the terms of the bill of sale. 

Held, that the mortgage was not a defeasance or condition of the bill of sale, but 


_~ independent contract not requiring registration, and that the bill of sale was 


Motion by the trustee in the bankruptcy to set aside a bille@® sale 
granted by te Sentngs Se es Ste ee — and 
nterest. In February, 1907, Meye had lent the bankrupt £750 to 
pay off a then existing mortgage of the bankrupt’s leaseholds and had 
taken a transfer of such mortgage. In July, 1907, Meye Jent further 
moneys to the bankrupt, making a total of £1,000. On De ih of July, 
1907, the bankrupt granted to Meye a bill of sale™ is 
chattels to secure the sum of £1,000, and agreed thereby to 
principal and interest by equal quarterly instalments of thirty pounds 
each. On the same date the bankrupt gave Meye a collateral in 
the shape of a further * on his | olds, which was indorsed on the 
transfer of mortgage which Meye had taken in the previous ® 
Such farther charge contained a proviso that the powers and remedies of 
the original mortgage were to remain in force. Among the — 
of the original mortgage was.a covenant by the mortgagor to keep the 
mortgaged premises in repair, and in the event of his failure to keep them 
in repair the mortgagee was empowered to enter upon the premises, put 
them in repair, and add the cost of the repairs to his loan. Counsel for 
the trustee contended that this further charge was a defeasance or condition 
within section 10, sub-section 3, of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, which 
ought to have been contained in the body of the bill of sale, or written on 
the same paper with it before registration, because it contained conditions, 
such as the proviso as to repairs, which were inconsistent with the bill of 
sale, and therefore the bill of sale by itself did not contain the whole 
agreement between theparties. They cited Counsellv. London and Westminster 
Loan Co. (36 W. R. 53, 19 Q. B. D. 512), Bdwards v. Marcus (1894, 1 Q. B. 
587), Ellis v. Wright (76 L. T. 552), and Pettit v. Lodge ¢ Harper (1908, 
1K. B. 744). Counsel for the respondents contended that the further 
charge was an independent contract, quite distinct from the bill of sale, 
and in no way operating as a defeasance or condition of the bill of sale. 
They cited Heseltine v. Simmons (41 W. R. 67; 1892, 2'Q. B. 547). 


Bicnam, J.—The question for decision in this case is whether this bill of 
sale is avoided by reason of section 10, sub-section 3, of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878. The facts are, that in July, 1907, Meye was a secured creditor 
of the bankrupt, and his security was a mortgage on the bankrupts lease- 
holds to secure the ~~ of * — a p Be Se rapiaces 3 that 
the mortgagor was to keep the prem in r, e — 
was empowered to enter and repair them and charge the cost to 
mortgagor. In July, 1907, the bankrupt’s debt was increased to £1,000, 
and Meye stipulated for security for £1,000 in the shape of a bill of sale on 
the bankrupt’s household chattels, and also for a memorandum to be 
indorsed on the mortgage to make that ** extend to the whole 
£1,000, which memorandum kept the proviso as to,repairs in force. There 
were provisoes for yment both in the bill of sale and in the mortgage 
which were practically identical; each quarter £30 and interest was to 
be paid to extinguish the debt. It is now contended that the proviso in 
the mortgage as to repairs is in some way a defeasance or condition of the 
bill of sale within section 10, sub-section 3, of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. 
To my mind it is impossible to hold that that proviso as to repairs is in 
any way a defeasance or condition of the bill of sale. If the bankrupt 
had paid all the instalments under the bill of sale, he would have 
full quittance of his debt, and full discharge ~ of his ch 8, 
and would have been entitled to have them back. fact of his con- 
tracting to put his leasehold premises into repair, and to be liable for the 
cost of repair, has nothing to do with the bill of sale, which I hold to be 
a good one. Application dismissed.—Counsen, Vachell, K. O. and Tindale 
Davis ; Pollock, K.C., Hansell, and Merlin. Soxicrrons, Cecil J, Rawlinson ; 


A.J. Ford. 
[Reported by P. M. Faanoxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
EDEN v. EDEN AND BATTERICK. Rucknill, J. 29th April. 
Drvorce—Marruace in Jerssy—Proor. 

Where the parties in a divorce suit had been married in Jersey, the court did 
not require formal proof of the marriage. 

Husband’s undefended suit for a dissolution of his marriage on the 
ground of his wife’s misconduct with the co-respondent. The 
were married on the 2nd of July, 1895, at St. Martin’s Church, Jersey. 
On behalf of the petitioner it was urged that as Jersey was in the diocese 
of Winchester formal proof of the marriage was unnecessary, a course 
followed by Barnes, P., in Playfair v. Playfair and Afleck-Graves (Times, 
March 18th, 1908). 

Bucxnr1, J., said that he had noted the decision of Barnes, P., and 
intended to follow it. —22 no formal ft of the marriage was 
tendered, and after evidence of the adultery been given a decree nisi 
was pronounced.—CounsgL, Talbot-Punsonby. Soxicrrons, Tapp, Blackmore, 


— [Reported by Diesy Corzs-Parepy, Barrister-at-Law.| 








Just as we are going to press we hear, with deep regret, of the 
death of Mr. EP. OLSTENHOLME, the eminent conveyancer, on 





Thursday night. We hope next week to notice his career. 
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Societies. 
The Annual Meeting of the Bar. 


The annual general meeting of the Bar was held on Tuesday, The 
Arrorney-GengraL presided, and among those present were the Solicitor- 
General, Sir R. Finlay, K.C., Sir E. Clarke, K.C., Mr. English Harrison, 
K.C., Mr. J. G. Butcher, K.C., Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., M.P., Mr. Cave, 
K.O., M.P., Mr. J. F. P. Rawlinson, K.C., M.P., Mr. E. Tindal Atkinson, 
K.C., Mr. Lancelot Sanderson, K.C., and Mr. E. L. Levett, K.C. 

The Arronney-Generat in the course of his address paid a high tribute 
to his predecessor, Sir J. Lawson Walton, and proceeded to say that the 
annual statement of the General Council of the Bar mentioned as the first 
and, perhaps, most important item of the legislation of the year the Criminal 
Appeal Act, as to which it uttered some rather gloomy vaticinations. He 
thought it was impossible, at present, exactly or adequately to measure 
the effect which that Act BaF have upon our judicial arrangements. As 
it was now law, neither argument nor prophecy was any longer of much 
— service ; but he expressed the hope and belief that just as we had 

en able for many centuries to get on without a Court of Criminal Appeal, 
by reason of the scrupulous, religious—he was almost going to say super- 
stitious—care we had displayed for the interests of justice in our criminal 
courts, so, he thought, in the future the continuance of the same care and 
scruple would enable us to get on with much fewer appeals than was per- 
haps anticipated. With regard to codification of the law, he said that 
one could not ag 4 being struck, year by year, by the great increase there 
was both in the bulk and in the complexity of our legislation. He 
believed there used to be an idea, in the very old days, that in the progress 
of legislative reform they would see the work of the bar diminished. 

That idea had now an almost comical aspect. Their work was more 
necessary than ever. They could safely rely on Parliament's going on 
year after year giving more and more difficult laws for their consideration. 
The least they could do in return was to simplify as far as they could some 
of the older branches of the law by putting them into the form of codes. 
On the subject of the proposals for reciprocity between English and 
Colonial bars, mentioned in the annual statement, the Attorney-General 
said that it was found, at the Colonial Conference, that the Colonial 
Premiers had no authority to pledge their own bars to any particular 
policy of reciprocity. Mr. Deakin confined his proposal to the English 

, and suggested that it should allow a freer access on the part of 
colonials than had hitherto been the case. When that proposal was put 
before the Conference, the Attorney-General said he objected that it was 
beyond the competence and jurisdiction of the Conference either to advise, 
or direct, anything in relation to any professional interest with a single 
country or colony ; and submitted that the utmost they could do was to 
make recommendations or give decisions of a more or less legislative 
character in relation to the Empire as a whole, and that each unit of the 
Empire must be left to deal with its own particular interests according to 
its own discretion, and could not be expected to accept advice unless it 
were advice accepted by all the different constituent parts of the Empire. 
The result was that the proposal, although tabled, was not proceeded 
with further. With regard to the burning question of the hour—the 
answers by barristers in newspapers of a professional character, 
giving advice to the subscribers to the mnewspapers—the Bar 
Council was very much divided upon the matter. Sometimes the 
majority was of one view and sometimes of the opposite view, and the 
effect was embarrassing. It was not an easy question. On the one hand 
there was a very long-established practice with regard to certain papers, 
which had almost attained the status of a vested interest. On the other 
hand, there was a danger of an indiscriminate extension of the practice 
which might in time affect those fundamental rules of their profession 
with regard to self-advertisement and the acquisition of business which, 
in his opinion, were vital to the dignity and status of the bar. He 
thought the Bar Council ought to arrive at a decision upon this subject. 

Mr. Enousn Harrison, K.C., moved: ‘‘ That the annual statement for 
1907-8 be received and, except as to so much of the statement as relates 
to answers by barristers to questions in newspapers, be adopted ; and that 
as to such excepted questions, that matter be referred back to the council 
for further consideration.’’ 

Mr. Warminoton, K.C., seconded the resolution, and after a short 
discussion it was agreed to. 

The Arrorney-Gewnerat said that of course if the Bar Council failed to 
arrive at a resolution on the matter of answers by barristers to questions 
in newspapers, he, as Attorney-General, should be prepared to adjudicate 
upon any individual cases if invited to do so. At the same time, he 
would prefer to act with the —— and support of the Bar Council. 

After some other business been transacted, the meeting ended with 
the usual votes of thanks. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


° . 
The Law Society. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION.—MARCH, 1908. 
At the Examination for Honours of candidates for admission on the Roll 
of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :—- 
First Cass. 
[In order of merit. ] 


Arthur Wansbrough Jones, of the firm of Messrs. Stevens, Miller, & 
Jones, of Norwich ; and Messrs. Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., of London. 


Szconp Cass. 
[In alphabetical order. } 
Ernest Frank Churchill, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charle® 
Ernest Hewett, of Reading; and Messrs. Gribble, Oddie, & Co., of 


London. 
Junius Minett Cope, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Matthews, 


of the firm of Messrs. Nevill & Matthews, of Tamworth ; and Messrs. 
Braikenridge & Edwards, of London. 
Thomas Greaves, who served his clerkship with Mr. H. A. Sanders, of 


Chesterfield. 
William Edward Leonard Shenton, who served his clerkship with Mr. 


Chaloner Shenton, of Winchester; and Messrs. Wright, Onslow, & 


Beamish, of London. 
Frederick Bentley Turner, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 


Mr. O. H. T. Marshall, of Colchester; and Messrs. Taylor, Stileman, & 

Underwood, of London. 
Turrp Crass. 

[In alphabetical order. ]} 

Percy George Eager, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 


Vaughan Gower, of Tunbridge Wells. 
William Ashcroft Lambert, who served his clerkship with Mr. N. 


Newbold Kay, of York ; and Mr. J. H. Davidson, of Sheffield. 
Hugh Cecil Talbot, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
George Arthur Flowers, of Steyning ; and Messrs. Burton, Yeates, & Hart, 
of London. 
The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given class certificates 
and awarded the following prizes of books :— 
To Mr. Butler—The Clement’s-inn Prize—value about £10; and the 
Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas. 
To Mr. Thomas Clifford Jones—The John Mackrell Prize—Value about 
£12. 
Mr. Jones, served his articles of clerkship with the late Mr. John 
William Rowlands and Mr. William Dickinson, both of Wakefield, and 
Mr. William Britton Seldon, of Bideford. 
The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the 
second and third classes. 
Forty-one candidates gave notice for the examination. 

By order of the Council, 

E. W. Wittamson, Secretary. 


Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, Ist May, 1908. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvupents’ Desatine Socrery.—May 5.—Chairman, Mr. G. CO. 
Blagden.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘That the new Governmeut 
deserves the support of this house.’? Mr. 8. A. Guest opened in the 
affirmative ; Mr. P. B. Henderson opened in the negative. The following 
members also spoke: Messrs. Croom Johnson, H. M. Myers, Blackwell, 
Krauss, Harston, Hargreaves. The motion was lost by three votes, 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Wiiu14mM Parricx Byreng, C.B., Assistant Under-Secretary of State 
for the Home Department, and Mr. Frepericxk Epwin Sarrn, K.C., M.P., 
have been elected Benchers of the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Artauk Wit1i1amM Cxatrer and Wemyss Henry Arxrnson, solicitors 
(Chater & Atkinson), Newcastle-on-Tyne, and at Alston. March 31. 
(Gazette, May 1. 
Artuur Reoinatp Moon and Haroip Cronsuaw Lines, solicitors (Moon 
& Lings), Manchester. April 30. 
Parrick Burke and WiiiiaM Emery Picxenrine, solicitors (Burke & 
—— , Stafford. The said William Emery Pickering will continue 





the said business in conjunction with Stephen Harold Pickering under the 
style or firm of Pickering & Pickering. [ Gazette, May 5. 
General. 


It is announced that A. T. Lawrence, J., has fixed the next sitting of 
the Railway and Canal Commission Court at the Royal Courts of Justice 
for Wednesday, the 20th of May. 

Judge Longworth, of Cincinnati, was, says the Central Law Journal, very 
fond of talking with the “sons of toil.”” While driving through Eden 
Park one day in his dog-cart, Judge Longworth stopped a plodding 
labourer and asked him if he wanted a lift. The Irishman accepted, and 
once in the cart, the judge said: ‘“‘ Well, Pat, you’d be a long time in 
Ireland before you would be driving with a judge.” ‘‘ Yes, sir,’”’ replied 
the judge’s guest ; ‘‘and you’d be manny a day in Ireland before they’d 





Currrorp Hicks Burizr, B.A, (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr, 


make ye a judge.” 
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In answer to Mr. J. Robertson, in the House of Commons on Monday, 
Mr. Hobhouse said he saw no sufficient reason for increasing the fees 
payable for shorthand writing under the Criminal Appeal Act; but in 
addition to the fees prescribed in the scale, an allowance will be made for 
travelling and subsistence expenses when a shorthand writer has to be 
brought from a distance. 


A test case of great importance to British companies operating in Egypt 
was, says the Alexandria correspondent of the Times, decided on the 29th 
of April by the Mixed Court of Appeal, which declared the constitution of 
a certain company null and void, as far as Egypt is concerned, on the 
ground that, though the company was formed in London, it was only 
registered under the British Companies Acts for the purpose of evading 
the Egyptian law. This judgment will probably affect numerous other 
Egyptian companies formed under the laws of Great Britain. 


On Saturday last, the thirty-third day of the trial, the action by Mr. 
Isidore Wyler and the Ibo and Nyasa Corporation (Limited) against 
Messrs. Lewis & Marks and others, came to its end in the High Court. 
The trial of the action, says the Observer, is estimated to have coat 
upwards of £70,000. Ever since it began, on the 2nd of March, a room 
at the courts has been set apart for the documents in the case, which 
weighed several hundredweight and had frequently to be consulted. The 
special fees for the jury came to £350, while the shorthand writers wil) 
present a bill for £1,500. Nearly every one concerned felt the strain of 
the hearing. On Friday the judge, in adjourning the case, said: “I am 
sorry, gentlemen, but I am really too tired to go any further to-day.” 
One leading K.O. declared that the case had taken five years off his life. 
One of the jurors proved unequal to the strain and retired ill at the end 
of the first fortnight. The opening speeches of counsel took seven days, 
and contained 285,000 words. 


In the House of Commons, on the 29th ult., Sir W. Collins asked the 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether, in ec tion with 
the proposed reforms in the law relating to coroners, he would have regard 
to the representations made to the Lord Chancellor on this subject in 
March, 1907, by the Medico-Legal Society and by the London County 
Council. Mr. H. Samuel said: The subject of death certification was 
fully dealt with by a Select Committee of the House of Commons which 
reported in 1893, and the proposals to which he refers are substantially 
covered by that Committee’s recommendations. The Secretary of State 
has under consideration, as I announced on the second reading of the 
Coroners’ Inquests Bill, the question of appointing a departmental com- 
mittee to inquire into certain points relating to coroners’ inquests, and so 
far as the proposed reforms affect coroners they would come within ite 
scope, and form part of its investigation. Sir’ W. Collins asked: Ts it 
not the case that the report of the committee to which the hon. gentleman 
alludes has not achieved any legislative result up to the present ? 
Mr. H. Samuel said: I am aware of that. I think it is very desirable 
that the committee should review the question so far as the reference to it 
extends. 


According to a Blue Book recently published, and quoted by the Times, 
an agreement was signed on the 15th of November, 1907, between the 
United Kingdom and France respecting death duties [Cd. 3,965]. The 
object of the two Governments is stated to be to prevent frauds con- 
nection with the succession duties; the two principal articles are ar 
follows: Article 1.—-‘‘ The Government of his Britannic Majesty under- 
take, in the case of the decease of all persons domiciled in France, to 
furnish an extract from the affidavit, containing the full name, domicil 
date and place of death of the deceased ; all imformation relating to his 
successors, and the details respecting that portion of the estate which is 
moveable. This extract shall be furnished, however, only in cases where 
the value of the moveable estate shall amount to a sum of not less than 
£100.” Article 2.—‘‘ The Government of the French Republic nnder- 
take, in the case of the decease of all persons domiciled in the United 
Kingdom of Great Britian and Ireland, to furnish an extract from the 
déclaration de mutation through death, containing the particulars enumera- 
ted in Article 1. This extract shall be furnished, however, only in caser 
where the value of the moveable estate declared shall amount to a sum of 
not less than 2,520f.’’ 


In West Leigh Colliery Co. (Limited) v. Tunnicliffe 4 Hampson (Limited) 
(1908, A. C. 27, 77 L. J. Oh. 102) the House of Lords has, savs the Law 
Quarterly Review, reaffirmed the principle established by Darley Main 
Colliery Co. v. Mitchell (1886, 11 App. Cas. 127) and Backh v. Bonomi 
(1861, 9 H. L. ©. 503), which was in danger of being weakened by 
the decision of the Court of Appeal (1906, 2 Ch. 22, 75 L. J. Ch. 
512). The Court of Appeal there held that the depreciation in the 
market value of property caused by a subsidence was recoverable as 
compensation by the owner of the surface, in addition to a sum 
representing the physical damage actually eustained up to the time 
of action. The House of Lords has now disallowed the claim for 
depreciation, leaving the plaintiffs to bring a fresh action should further 
dimage actually occur. The law on this subject may be a little wanting 
in elasticity, but it is certainly very difficult to allow a claim for a fear 
of future subsidence, and then, when it does occur, to ascertain what 
further sum (if any) should be allowed to complete the compensation. 
The only way out of the difficulty seems to be to allow a claim to be made 
once for all as in actions for personal injuries. This might answer where 
the minerals were exhausted and the working had ceased, but it would 
hardly do when the working was continuous, and the injury to the surface 
might be aggravated at any moment by careless or negligent mining 
operations. The Court of Appeal had really given damages for which, if 
they had stood alone, no action could have been brought; and the House 
of Lords declined to sanction such an agen to the ordinary rules. 
Anomalies in the logie of the law should be allowed only for grave cause. 








A blunder on the register has, says the Pall Mall Gazette, enabled Lois 
Dawson to vote at the Wolverhampton election. The neighbouring city 
of Birmingham provides a similar instance, for when Mr. Arthur Chamber- 
lain songht municipal honours, a man and his wife attended together at 
the polling booth and insisted on recording their votes. As the namesof 
both were on the register their demand was agreed to. A little further 
away from Wolverhampton—at Worcester, in fact—the name of a mere 
infant, a girl, was found on the voting list. The revising could 
find no legal authority to remove the name, and accordingly Ellen Lally 
remained on the list as a free and independent elector. 

In reply to Mr. Bottomley, in the House of Commons on the 29th ult., 
Mr. Hobhouse said he was informed that £110 has been spent on printing 
(including paper) in connection with the establishment of the Department 
of the Public Trustee. Noexpenditure on account of advertising has been 
incurred. The total annual estimated expenditure as shown in the pub- 
lished estimates, Class IIT., Vote 5, for salary, wages, and incidental ex- 
penses, is £6,500, and in addition sums of £810, and £500 respectively are 
estimated to fall on other votes in respect of office accommodation and 
stationery. The estimated receipts in respect of fees are for the first year 
to March 31, 1909, £4,000. The fees estimated to be received up to March 
30, 1908, were £400; the fees actually received amounted to £532. 

Notice is given that the annual election of members to fill the vacancies 
upon the Council will be held in the week ending the 30th of May, 1908. 
Twenty-four candidates must he elected, of whom, in accordance with the 
regulations, twelve must be of the outer bar, and three must be of less 
Fe ee Feehan aad —— 

in writing, and the orm, . 
—— be sent to the secretary, at the offices of the Council, at 2, Hare- 
court, Temple, on or before Tuesday, the 12th of May, 1908. 
forms may be obtained from the secretary. barrister is entitled to 
vote at the election, and voting papers, with instructions to voters, will be 
sent to every barrister whose professional address within the United 
Kingdom is given in the Law List. 

The Cardiff and District Incorporated Law Society gave a complimentary 
hanquet to the Solicitor-General on Saturday evening. Mr. T. Rodway 
Hunt (president of the society) oceupied the chair, and a large number of 
members were present. The toast of “The King” having been proposed and 
drunk. the president gave the health of “ Our Guest.” Sir Samuel Evans 
on rising to respond met with a very hearty reception. He thanked the 
society for the compliment they had paid him, and said that he had found 
that his training as a solicitor had been of great advantage to him when he 
afterwards went to the bar and in his nolitical career. It was a curious 
coincidence that both the present law officers of the Crown had commenced 
as solicitors. The Attorney-General had been articled in Newcastle-on- 
Tyne to a gentleman bearing the name, well known and highly honoured 
both there and in Cardiff, of Ingledew. The present Government were 
strong in lawyers, the Prime Minister, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
the Chief Secretarv for Ireland. the Secretary of State for War, and aon 
besides the Law Officers, all heing members of one or other of the branches 
of the legal profession. The office of Solicitor-General had twice before 
been filled by a Welshman. In 1687 it was held by William Williams, 
who from his name could be no other than Welsh, and earlier still, in the 
reigns of Fdward V., Richard III. and Henry VIT., one Morgan, of Kid- 
welly occupied the position. The salary attached to the office had some- 
what improved since those early days. het gS it was the magnificent 
enum of £10 per annum, bhnt Lord Bacon in his day received £60 a year. 
Now it was a little more, but there was one disadvantage attaching to the 
office, and that was that a rule of the bar—and the bar was a most strict 
Trades Union—prevented an ex-Solicitor-General from returning to his 
circuit except when a special fee of almost prohibitive amount was 
given. The profession of the Jaw was one to which all members should be 
proud to belong. The judges, the bar, and solicitors were all men of whom 
the country could be proud, There was, of course, an occasional —* 
sheep in every flock, but, generally speaking, there was no profession 
the world better served than the law, whether by solicitors, bar or bench. 
He did not think an amalgamation of the two branches was likely or 
desirable. Their duties were distinct and separate, and the one helped 
and completed the work of the other. 








Tur Leoat Insurance Compayy- £1,000,000 ; Shares £5 each. 
—Applications are invited for 100,000 shares of £5; payable, 5s. on 
application, 5s. on allotment, and 10s. per share on July Ist, 1908. It is 
not anticipated that any further calls will be made. The 
closed on or before May 16th. 


Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reoisraans is ATTENDANOR OF 











Date. Emuercencr Apparat Coust Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. 40.2. —— Wanemeoror. 
Monday May 11 Mr. Tindal KingMr, Teach Mr. Thead Mr. Goldschmidt 
3 Borrer Bloram Synge 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Nevitus. Paaces. Ponti 
Monday .........May 11 Mr. Borrer Mr, Bloxam=s Mr. Mr, 
— i. a, . ioe Thee Goldachmid 
Wednesday .....+.. 18 Beal Farmer King hurch 
Thursday ....... —— Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam 3 
Friday ......:-:0000 cose 35 Church Greswell Leech 
Satunley .. — — Synge Beal Farmer Tindal 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette,—Faipay, May 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurtzp tx Caanozry. 


AMALGAMATED Miyina axp Exrroration Co, Liarrep (1x Liqgvipatioy) —Creditors are 
required, on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Herbert Lea, 62, London Wall, liquidator 

Caatzr & Co (Leicester), Limirep (1x Liqutpatior) itors are required, on or 
before June 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
— to A. H. Hampson, of Messrs Wykes & Co, 2 and 26, Friar ln, Leiceter, 

iquidator 

Dunaawan Rezrs Co, Limitrz0—Creditors are required, on or before June 8, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Ponsford, 6, 
Queen st pl. Francis & Johnson, Gt Winchester st, solors for liquidator 

Easteann Raittway Consrrvction Syrnicatr, Loorep (1x Votuntary Liguripatiox)— 
Creditors are required, on or before May 19, to send their names and addresses, and the 

of their debts or claims, to Baron George de Reuter and Mr. John "Thomas, 
80, Lombard st. Kekewich & Co, Saffolk In, — to liquidators 

Epwarps Patest Scicer SynprcaTr, Lrmrrep (m Votuntary Liquipatiox)—Creditors 
are required, on or defore May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of debts or claims, to Percy ‘Mason, 64, Gresham st. Bartrom, Old Jewry chmbrs, 
solor to liquidator 

Generar Pstreocevm Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June * to om 

addresses, and the particulars o their debts or claims, to 
Mosditchian, 70, Cornhill, liquidator 

Martini AvtomosiLe Co, Limire>—Creditors are required. on or before re A 18, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Owen Wyatt 
Williams, 14, eras ag Yeo, Budge row, Cannon st, solor to liquidator 

Unsirep Goup Mines or West Arnica, Liwitep (1* Liqurpation).—Creditors are 
required, on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claim —— erbert Lea, 62, London Wall, liquidator 

Ww = Expvoration Liurrze (uw Liquipation). — itors are required, on or 

No Harber to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
erbert Lea, 62, London Wall, liquidator 


London Gasette.—Turspay, May 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liairep 1 CHaNnogRy. 





Castitz Dontncrow Creamery Co, Limttep—Creditors are forthwith required to send 
their names and addre<ses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to David Sibbald, 
Smith’s Bank chmbrs, Market pl, Derby. Wykes & Francis, Derby, solors for liquidator 

D. Davis, Linitzpv—Petn for winding up, presented April 28, directed to be heard at the 
Court pan Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool, May 15, at 10. Moore & Son, 
Birkenhead, so'ors for petar Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 32* in the afternoon of May 14 

Laxcasnins Waaoox Co, Liuirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 1, directed to be 
heard at St. George’s Hall, Liverpool, May 18, at 10.30. Crompton, Bury, solor 
for * Notice of Td med must reach the above-named not later than 2 o'clock in 
the afternoon of 


Lamesta Barus me —— Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 13, to send their names and addresses, and — of "yheit debts or claims, 
to Thomas Mitchell, 156, Westminster Bridge rd. dison & Co, Old Jewry, solors fur 


Manooany Finance Syxvtcate, Lonrep (1x Liquipation) —Creditors are required, on or 
before June 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to T. Herbert Hughes, 181. Queen Victoria st, liquidator 

Sixcapons Tramways, Liwrep- Creditors are required, on or before June 20, to send 
their names and resses, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Grosvenor 

Walker, 19, #t. Swithin’s In, liquidator 

&covrruse awp_Carvine Synpicate, Limitep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 30, to their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Thomas James Francis Ryland, 62, Sumner st, Southwark, ——— 

Tus New Sprepwet Motor Co, Linrren—Petn for winding up, presented April 29, 
directed to be heard May 19. Engall & Crane, Bedford row, solors for petner Notice 
So a must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

yl 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


— —— P. — Surtn, at the Mart, at 2: Business Premises (see advertise- 
* v. 
+ se een fy Apt 25 & Co.,at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Estates (see 
page iii., April 2 
13,—Mesers, Fox & Bovsriexp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold (see advertisement, 
P. Vey ay 3. 
Ma tt — Hampton & Sons, at the Mart: Family Residence (see advertisement, 
p. v. 
May 3. —Mr, Gro, Forvoye Francis, at the Mart, at 2: Freeholds (see advertisement, 
p. 474, May 
May 14 — Fanesrotaer & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-reuts, 
(see advertisement, back page, April 25). ee * 
May —— —— Maatix, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Estate (see 
8 wee! 
us, 14,- Mens, Maater & Mancer, at the Mart: Residence (see advertisement, p. v., 


35 ere Lam 1", —— & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Long Leasehold Estate (see 
p. is wee! 
May 15.—Meears. Exiis & Sox, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Investment 
mi ihe . 'reeho ent (see advertise- 
pti’ this aon J. & R. Kemp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversion (see advertisement, 
, 


Result of Sale. 


Reversions anv Saares, 


Messns. H. — Doeme & Gospeeene BAR thele wana Portal htly Sale (No. 858 
above-named Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thuetay dns, when th 


following Lote were Gold at the prices named, the total amount realised beng £5,915 :— 
ABSOLUTE <9 gen £ 
To — eee ons eee ove vee ose oes -» Sold 1,310 
To £5,168 — owe ove ove ove eee o » See 
To £3,204 - ~~ ee 
REVERSION te Goth wy ore —2* Dart * 200 
PEARL LIFE — oO. “utr 2 ‘Shares of as each, 
— eco ” 195 


° 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cuam. 
London Gazetts.—Tvsspar, April 28. 


Astsury, Paces Exuma, — Green, Worcester June 10 Pinsent & Co, Birmingham 
Batpwis, AtFrep, § rt, Worcester, Ironmaster June10 Pinsent & Co, Birmingbam 
Barvow, Caarvorte, G thorn Hil, Wolverhampton June 10 Pinsent & Co, 
Bere, Henry Tuomas Dea, Parkstone, nr Poole June 20 Fowkes & Son, 
Bucesit, Henry Water, Rugby, Surgeon June 30 Hewlett & Co, Raymond bidgs, 

y's inn 
Cuapwick, Jony, Bury, Lancs June3 Howarth & Son, Bury 

Cuan s ¢ Co 


C.rce, Mary, Shaw, cs May 23 , Oldham 

Conran. —— James, Grove Hill, Middlesbrough, Stipendiary Magistrate June 1 
& Co, Middlesbrough 

Cooxson, mg Fow.er, Preston, Lancs, Doctor Junel WR& W ag Preston 

Curren, Wiutam, Bolsover, Derby, Bu Builder June 2 Edwin Cousins, Steel ln, Bolsover 


Davies, Janz, Conway May 23 Hughes, Con 
Dicxixsox, Hueu, Woodplumpton, nr Preston, » Cesman Junel1 W BR & W Ascroft 


Exues, Eurty Jaws, Shakespeare rd, Acton June15 Oliver, Laurence — | hill 

Exes, PLummen, Shakespeare rd, Acton June 15 Oliver, Laurence Pountney hill 

Futiwoop, Wii.14M, Crooke Shevington, Lancs May 23 Wall, Waligate, Wigan 

Haton, Atay, Halifax, Brass Founder Junel Godfrey & So ad Halifax 

Hastewoop, Dickexs, Kettlewell, Yorks gone 8 2 Eaden & Os bridge, 

Hiaots, Saran, Crumpsall, Manchester May Hankinson & Son, 

Hoorgr, Ampnose Mus, ter, Northwood June 4 * atibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 

Hysvor, Davin, Church Stretton, Salop May 14 Barton & Hickman, Shrewsbury 

Hystor, Mary, Church Stretton, Salop May 14 Barton & Hickman, Shrewsbury 

Keaawy, Susan Mary, Knapp Hill, Surrey May 19 Welman & Sons, Southampton st, 
loomsbury 8q 

Laxts, Gerona, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick May16 Shelton & Co, Wolverhampton 

Luxtoy, Henry, Turnham Green, "Butcher June2 Yarde & Co, Raymond bldgs, Gray's inn 

MoDoveatt, Witiam, East Ham May 31 Saw & Sons, Queen Victoria st 

Maynina, Sopnia Lanz, Central hill, Upper Norwood May 29 Harston & Bennett, 


Bishopsgate Within 
— —— WVitiiax, Handsworth, Wine Merchant June 6 Reynold & James, 
irringbam 
Moore, James Waite, Marshwood, Dorset May 13 —B —* 
Morrison, Col ReatwaLp JAmeEs, Teigamouth, Devon Full, mouth 
Morrow, Hannan, Stoney Middleton , Eyam, Derby Mer 33 pond & Co, Chesterfield 


Newrow, James, Mutley, Plymouth June 6 Dobell, Plymouth 

Oepex, Wiittam, Eccles, Lancs June 22 Ogden & Co, Manchester 

Oranaeg, Otrvia, Leeds May16 Tempest, 

Parkes, Ex1za, Wolverhamption May 16 Shelton & Co, Wolverhampton 

Peace, James Forsaaw, Chester Junel WR& W Accroft, Preston 

Peace, Sanan Toxs, Chester Junel WR& W Ascroft, reston. 

— oe Mary, Connaught pl, Hyde Park May 20 Tatham & Lousada, Old 


Porue, —— Burnham, Somerset May 26 Barham & Watson, Burnham, Somerset 
Ricuarps, Saran Ave, —— ham May 30 Williams, Birmingham 
Rosrnson, Ropert, Castle EA: urham Junel Harrison & Son, West Hartlepool 
Rute, Rican, Saltash, —— May 27 Daniell & Thomas, Camborne 

Sanpers, Evtex, Tiverton, Devon June 1 ter, Tiverton, Devon 

on ~ Jou — Liverpool, Min Water Manufacturer June 15 Labrou 


— Lincs, Agricultural Labourer May 25 Thompson & Sons, 
rantham 
baie Haneiet, Walbrook, Coseley, Bilston May 14 Stratton & Son, Wolver- 


London Gazetie,—Fnipay, May 1. 
Ancu.us, Poosse Harsiver, Birmingham May 30 Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 


Battey, ALrrep, Exeter, Wine Merchant May 30 James & Snow, Exeter 
an ~ CHag_es, Hoddesdon, Herts, Farm Bailiff June 18 Sworder & Longmore, Hert- 


Borromiry, Witt1am, Ashton under Lyne, Solicitor June 6 Bottomley & Son 
Ashton under L 
Bridgman & Co, College hill, Cannon st 


yne 
Brancxes, Rev Henry, Wimbledon June 1 
Bropir, Grorer, + ag mans, Knightebridge, Solicitor June4 Giraud & Headley, Cursitur 


st, Chancery 
Burrenick, Jaye, Kingston upon Hull Junel Hall, Hull 
Crarx, Tuomas Heway, Weston super Mare May15 Buck 2 Dicksons, P..+ton 
Crayton, Witt14am Vrisox, Pontefract, Yorks, Butcher May 30 Leatham & Co, Pontefract 
CocaRrarE, —— —— High rd,  Wharfinger June 14 Burton & Son, 


Coox, — Peckham rd, Camberwell Junel Kerly & Sons, Gt Winchester st 
Cooper, Ropesrt, Lastingham, Yorks, Farmer May 30 Pearson & Russell, Helmsley 
Davies, Taomas, Tredegar, Mon May 16 Spencer, Tredegar 

Dic«rseoy, WiitiaM, Bedford fill, Balhaen Sone 7 une 27‘ Ikin & Crowther, Lincoln's inn fields 
Everett, WaLTer Jony, — June 1 Goodchild, Norwich 

Fooritt, Axwiz Exvizasera, Waterside North, Lincoln June1 Nelson, Lincola 

Gaur, James, Oxford, Clothier June10 Hatt, Oxford 

Gane, Axx, Byfield, Northants May 25 Pellatt & Pellatt, Banbury, Oxon 

Grove, Evizaparn, Balsall Heath, Birmingham May 30 Gateley & Son, Birmingham 
Hartevey, Heway, Somerfield rd, Finsbury Park May 31 Mote & Son, Gray’s ina sq 
Hunt, Mary Ayne, Ma June9 Aston & Co, Manchester 

Irvine, Witi14M, Burton, Westmorland, Farmer x May 26 Saul, Lancaster 

Jenxins, Evtza Faances Manis Euma, Publier Haute Savoie, France May i8 Blount & 


Co, 
Kenan, Georce, Plumstead June 30 Rodgers, King st, Cheapside 
Lamston, ABTBUR, vag t. i 1 — & Co, 8t Michael's Rectory, Cornhill 
Lewis, Lewis, —— ~~ Ge ‘owlett & Cee, Brighton 
Lixewoop, Jang, —— Ki — seas 6 Diver & Preston, Gt Yarmouth 
Loyosorrom, Erzawor, Scarborough June 10 Birdsall & Cross, Scarborou 
Mereryweartuer, Exvizasetu, Palace rd, ‘Tule hill May 30 Hopgoods & Dawson, Spring 


Mitts, Euaa, Gibson sq, May 30 — ee a ee” 
Moore, Caanues Wortan WARD porE, Sutton co Clerk June 6 


, Essex st, 
Murray, Wiis, Staple Hill, Glos Py & Co, Lenny — 


Newwaam, Evwarp Groras, Gravesend way 29° Gray’s i 
MWCHOLLS, — Wood House, t June 10 omen, Verulam 


0 te Bee Passe, Wi iS 5 x 2 Lette Bros, Bartlett’s bldgs 

Pavt, Avwiz, Brentford Ruston & Co, Brentford 

Pzacer, Taomas Daviess, 3a, Highgate rd, St Pancras, Auctioncer June 1 
Braby & Macdonald, 
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Pe — SPO 
— May 31 Hirst, 


Rao Sor. Brighton Ma 

foes, rong m114M, St Ives, thy ng Seat daa d Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 

Lincs May 22 Gamble, Gainsborough 

Bienkarne rd, Wandsworth Common, Barrister at Law 
Dean, Clement’s inn, Strand 

J Melville pl, North st, Caledonian rd, Islington June5 Howe & Rake, 


SinoizTox, Many, Fulwood, Lancs May 31 Willan, Preston 
Suatex, Lavea, Swanage June7 Lieut-Col fs Swanage 


Dunning & Co, Honiton 


Scairz, James, Gainsborough, 
Boort, Cuan Henverson, 


Brovame, Aoues Hamtitox, Heavitree, Exeter 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette.—Faipay, May 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baxsn, Ex1za, Der! Pet - 13 Ord April 24 


Bieasparz, Jonx, 
master ton uader Lyne Pet April 28 Ord April 23 
Boscawex, fteon te Desrerev, South st, Park In 
Court Pet March 16 Ord A 
Baoomuatt, Atraep Epwasp, Lioyd’s or Ship Manager 
Court Pet Feb28 Ord April 28 
Brown, Ascuipatp Eve.yn, Norwich, Stockbroker Nor- 
wich Pet Aprilé Ord 
— og ty Penistone, Yorks, Butcher Barnsley 
me bt 3 — churchyard High Court 
Pet Feb 13 Ord A; 


Buries, Taomas uspr, Watton, Norfolk, Coal Mer- 
chant Norwich Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Cosurs, Gores, West Bromwich, Professional Golfer 
West Bromwich Pet April 27 Grd Apr il 27 

Coxs, —— James, Pao Ry SA tet Norfolk, hae = | 
— —— pn Pet April23 6 

—— ns Or Hunton, Kent, Wheelwright Maidstone Pet 

ues Gee not, lanham, Glos, Engineer Bristol Pet 


Happocx, Tom, ord, yaw, Coal Miner 


Howmes, Farpeniox, and Aeraun — Leeds, Builders 
8 Pet April 29 


Ord Apri 
Howe, sa, enselwood, Sonmeret, Road Contractor 
Yeovil Pet April 28 Ord April 28 


Jzunsen, Cart we ro — Sheffield Pet 
A 
* vax Perens, Carlton, Yorks, Caretaker Leeds 


25 Ord April 25 
une 1coLaas Jan, Slough Windsor Pet March 31 
Ord April 25 


Laweexce, *— —5 Onl ait as Warwick, Farmer 


‘et April 28 
Lesiiz, Jonn Gorpox, Seuthchureh gdns, East " 
— Court Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Maaes, — Chemist’s Export Packer Bristol 
Pet April 28 Ord April 28 


Manvtow, Atyaep Jossrs, Handsworth, Sta: 
Birmingham Pet Feb 27 Ord April 27 
* CuaRLEs —— Pm oy — 
Kingston, 29 
—— yom Mansfeld, Notts, Jeweller Apri 
‘et 
Owes, Exxzst —* a cottage, H ampstead, Electrical 
— igh bourt | P —— Ord April 28 
Baker Notting- 
som ** 
Payee Haney —— “Foran, Commission Agent 


et A Pi 
Reynxoips, Tom, Rugby, Baldee Coven’ Pet A 29 
Oud April 29 = * 





Papper, F 
ham 


Sartor, casi, Gedney Hill, Lines, Cattle Dealer King’s 
Lyon Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

—— —— Macclesfield, General Carrier Maccles- 
field et April 27 Ord April 27 

Buone, — Sutton in 
eng Ry 

Sicketmone, Gronae, anufa: 
Brighton Pet April 10 Ord April 27 

Borgr, Samurt. Henny, Bilk 
Pet Aprilé O 


Sr nonce, Hundleby, Lincs, Higgler Boston Pet 
—— Ord * st, Islington, Butch 
ey, Jonx Epwanrp, Cha x 
“High Court Pet April 28 ed Atwit'an * 
Tason, Epwarp. a — Contractor Cambridge Pet 
Apil 8 Ord A: 


Hove 
ton Pet April 10° Ord April 27 
Usure, Jaurs hoy eld, Sussex Tunbridge Wells 
Pet Ord 27 


Waa.sy, 4 Exizapetu,and Janes Lhe ——— 
— Milliners Middlesbrough April 22 
Warrier, Warrer, and 2 —— Bae, Take 
—— ord = Pet 
‘Woo..ey, —— ARTHUR, ema, Painter Lincoln 
April 28 Ora A 


Pet 
Zucoaapi, @, Ta Westbourne Park, ov 
Saleeman High Cowt “Pet March 20" Ord April 28 
Amante notion sipttiutes tor thet patiichel tn the 

London Gazette of April 14 
Prascs, Eanust Veevon Greaip, The A Bedford 
“Park Aylesbury Pet March cpril 4 


2% Ord April fo 


Confectioner June 15 Shefficld 
une Bennett, 





‘Tares, Canes Cuaron 
| Tayion, Caartes Sutra, 
Cannon st 


| Waker, Jony, Norley, 





| Yorxz, Jonn SourHwa.L, 
| ZaCHABIAH, Louis, 
chester 








FIRST Ar nares 
Dunkinfield, Cheshire, Farmer 
tee, Byrom st, Ma 


tt 
th st, Parkin May 


11 at12 —— 
Broomnatt, Atrasp Epw 2 ot Sp — 
Ma: 
y llatli —— eee Le Carers se aul 


Off Rec, 7 Regent st, Barnsley 
Bucnno.tz, ; Winuiam, = — churchyard May 12 at 11 
Favucxyer, Anraur, ‘Oldham, Grocer May 15 at 12 Off 

Reo, Greaves st, Oldham 


ves st, 
Faancis, Srerazx, Broad Green, nr Li May 11 at 
**2.30° Off Rec, 35, Vietoria st, Liver ee. ee 
May 9ati2 Off 
Grxaa, Fwd Rone oa. Baker May 9at 11 
Ri 
Off Ree, pK =e , Swansea 


. 


Quirrits, Grirrita Rrowarp, Carnarvon, Surgeon May 11 
Sporteman Hi 


mM, Stockingford, by eh Coal Miner May 

12 at il Off Bec. — — ventry 

Hares, Argtucr Wi orcestr, Master Tailor 
May 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Cop nhagen ry Worcester 

Howse.i, James, Penselwood, Somerset, Contractor 
May 12 at 12.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine at, 

Jacxson, Freep, Liv 


, Mathematical Instrument Maker 
May 12 at 2.30 


ff Heo, * Victoria st, —— 
Jonsson, Juuia, Bromsgro Worcester, dware 
Dealer May 11 at 12 2 Of Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, 


Worcester 
JonEs, ‘sy Blaenau — ——2— Quarry- 
= May 11 at 1130 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


‘hester 
Jonzs, Evan Perens, Carlton, nr Yeadon, Yorks, Care- 
er May 11 at i1 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Lesuz, Joun Gorpow, urch 


Surgeon Mayl2at2.30 Bankru bldgs, Carey at 

LowrTarr, hag ag + “Coal Merch 4 
at4 Off Ree, 4, pavilion dee, Brighton 

Owen, Ennest Noxt, Grove cott Hampstead, Electrical 
Engineer May 11 at 2.30 —— — bldgs, Carey at 

Pearce, Ennest Vernon te, The freee. I Bedford 
Park May 9 at 12.30 a 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

PicxarD, Hapry 6S1pyey, Torquay, Commission Agent 
May 14 at 10,30 Off Ree, 9, ord circus, Exeter 

FeLpT, Epwarp, Pwillhobi, igan Cattle Dealer 

May 12 at 10.45 ‘Townhall, Aberystwyth 

Sioxe.more, Groree, Brighton, Manufacturing Upholsterer 
May 14 at 3 Off Bec 4, Pavilion Brighton 

Soper, Samugzt Hevey, ——— Draper —. 12 at 12 
Of Ree, Bankruptcy bldgs (Room 53), Carey st 

Grasses, Joux, Marple, Cheshire, Pawnbroker May 12 
at1l Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Ag st Stock port 

Srayitzy, Jonn Epwarp, Cha) st, B 


May 11) at 12 , Uarey st 
Mock, Lanes, Book Keeper 
t, Preston 


* — 





— Lig y= 


Sraytey, Tuomas, Slyne wi 
May 9 at 11.15 Off Rec, 13, ——— 

Sræenu. Samvet, Black; . Saw why May 9 at 11 
Off Rec, 13, V y st, yt 

Srannr, Eaxns ey ee nS Coal Merchant May 

Taxes, cone Donsea, aes — —— Ma 
Mat .30 vilion 


“or Oliters, Fitter Mae is etl Ree, 

Taavi ANLEY y 15 at 11 "Off 

Greaves st, Oldham 

Vovsnr, Encar Lenwxox, Hove, Sussex, Corn Factor May 
14 at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 


Water, Tuomas, Coventry, Licensed Victualler May 11 
at3 Off Rec, 8, High st. Coven:xy 


Wi Fr , Game Dealer 
“pat 11.80 Off Rec, B orm acest * 
Wuittey, bf and HITLEY, Bingley, V 


May 11 at 11 * 
12, Duke st, Bradford 
Winx, — Westward , Lodging 


Northam 
Leper Mg uen'se sk 15 94, High oor Barnstaple 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALEXA! Josrrn, Hexham, Northum *8* Tanner 
Hownslie en Pet March 27 Ord April 24 


Baxes, Exiza, Derby Pet April 13 Ord April 29 
Buieaspare, Jouy, Ab! , Gorton, Manchester, Asaist- 
ant Schoolmaster * under Lyne Pet ‘Apel 36 23 
Ord April 28 


Bees, heey Crewe, Plumber Crewe Pet March 31 
Yorks, Butcher Barnsley 
en Rate, Coal Merchant 


Browsut Faxp, P. 
Pet april 25, Ord 


Hewny 
Norwich Pee ape io Ord 
Cosuan, BORGE, Professional 
Golfer West Bromwich Pet A 27 


— Gua James, danas Kings Lyn, Norfolk, * ** 


Od J Sed 38 
Joux, Hunton Hill, Kent, heelwright 
Dan sinmone Pet Pet April 29 ‘Ord aprile * 





| Vurusamy, Evizasers, Torquay May 31 —— & Eve, Salter’s Hall 
Chester May 24 
Warxer, Wiuiiam, Granville 





| Swixsuane, Maricopa, Winchcomb,Gios May 15 Wiaterbotham & 


Merrimans —— — 
—— yet fs ie compl, 


ot, Cannon st 


1J * — "May 30 Ser eS rales Mee 
— — — eee maa, Keat, Labourer emima mee 
Wrunz, Watrase, Al 


retire, Yor — Gamucl &' Oo, Gt — 


Daataston, Anraur Joseru, and Wittian Epwaapes 
Birmingham Pet Maroh 14 
— LY 


Happock, —— ————— Miner 


Hancox, —— Draper Wolver- 
hamton Pet * 38 Ont Apel 38 

Haze.t, Gronas Somerset, Farmer 

itucvou, — i tia a pe Leicester Pet 
TON, TLL 
7 ot ape 


H F ox, aud Awrwvn Hotes, Leeds, Builders 
OLMRE BEDERICK, UR ‘Bs, 
Leeds Pet 


Ord 

Howr.t, James, Road Contractor 

In tev Be ae —— Sailer High Court Pet 
CE, — Lagi, Bee, 

z March 11 

acksox, Sypxsy Juszrs, Woolwards, eminening, 
Essex, Farmer ——— Pet March 19 Ord April 

Jensen, Caat Cuaistian , Grocer Sheffield 
Pet April 29 Ord Apel 0 

Joxzs, Evaw Perens, Yeadon, —— Care- 
taker Leeds Pet April 25° Ord April 25 


—— —— Jax, Slough Windsor Pet March 31 
i 
Lawanscr, Joarra 5 Wibtoft, nr Rugby, Farmer 


28 ‘Ord April 28 
» Atrezp Jossrs, Hendsworth, Coal Merchant 
Pet Feb 27 Ord April 29 


Manseatt,CnariesFrepeniok, Bridge’ 
—— tor Engineer Kingston, Suriey Pet | 

— Moms, » Notts, Jeweller Sheffield 

April 27 Ord April 27 

Nom Hewny Ricnagp, and Craupe Epuuxp Jones, 
Wood , Warehousemen High Court 
pote tag 

Ovpuam, James Sypney mess Rwy ~ ond 

Onsons, Bow Pet Murch 20° Ord 
yo — et 

Owen, Eaurst Moar, Grove Oot 

Prancg, Exxest Vennon ——“ Bedford i Ora ag 
Aylesbury Pet March 


Ghisebrook, Derby, Baker Not- 


— Heway vie, ante Rede, 1 Worst, Paiater 
Pet April —S ‘April 27 


—— — —— Coventry Pot Apeil 29 


— ae ye K, 


Picxagp, 
Exeter 


Macclesfield, 
tielt Pet ‘April 27 Ord April 27 
Suore, Heviey, Sutton in ob Notts, Furniture 
Dealer N Pet April 27 —— 
— — — Lines, Higgler Pet 
Sran.ey, , Bi — at, e Butcher 
High Court Pet April oo bea Sok 
Tareee.t, — * Milk st, Lace 
High Court Pet March 30 Ord April 27 
Waker, Maay Evizasera, and James Wituiam Waatey 
Middlesbrough, Milliners Middlesbrough Pet April 22 ‘ 


Ord April 
Wuittey, red dot Man Weust, Boe, Cie. 


Wooutst, ym Bet Apa tb Ord Apel 2 Painter 


Waieat, on GraceLrion Alresf: 
Southampton Winchester Pet March 28" Ord April 
London Gazette—Tounspar, May 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asam, Sues Antsur Heyry Draper 
— Ae is Grainy 
PR... —— Dar Gt 
2 Merchant Do.chester Fet May 1 Ord Ora Ma: ~ 
Pet apal on Pe edi 
Brawian Joun, , Yorks, Provision Merchant 
Leeds April 16 


Ord April 29 
Oooven, Shenae Lem rea Eh os 
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Ipswich Pet May1 ‘Ord May 1 
Exurmsororp, Wituiam iam, and Agrnaun Water 
Ec.ixaronp, Poplar, 
Pet April 30 Ord Apri 
Fiscagr, Gustav ‘nen, a tah st, Islington, — 

Victualler High Court Pet May 1 Ord Ma 

Gimecett, Wituasm Henay, St Tudy, Cornwall, — 

Pet May2 Ord May 2 
— — Tuomrsox, Skerton, Lancs, Baker Preston | 

et Mayl Ord May 1 

Garanam, Cunistorner, Kingston upon Hull, Shipowners’ 
Clerk Kingston upon Hull Pet March 16 Ord 


30 
Gnu, Joun Henry, — ge ary Cabman Wol- 
pton Pet April30 Ord ie 
— Harais, ss Hackney h Court Pet June | 
2 Ord May 


Hatt, Samui, dalifax, LS Insurance Agent Halifax 
Pet A 30 Ord A 


et May 1 Ord May 
ae y= rer 1 Barcombe, Sussex Lewes | 
et 


pril8 Ord A 
Lewis, Grorce, Ashwater, or Farmer Barnstaple | 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 


lame, Manezt, Pontycymmer Cardiff Pet April16é Ord | 
Sages, Suan ‘Farornr, Askerewell, nr Paton, Baker | 


Morais, — yon ll Town, Birmingham, Metal | 
ufacturers Birmingham Pet March 14 Ord May 1 
Morn, Epwarp Emanvex, Portsmouth, Fruit Salesman 
Brighton Pet May2 Ord —— 
Pganson, Eanest Water, Stourbridge, Stafford, Tailor | 
Stourbridge Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Pearson, Harry, mg A Hill, Staffs, Glass Manufac- 
turer Stourbridge P et April 30 Ord April30 
Pritt, Jeremiau ha poh py surance Inspector Leeds 
Pet April4 Ord A 
PeanyMan, CHARLES a —— Hants 
High Gourt Pet Feb 19 Ord April 29 
Potnrer, — Epwarp, and A.rasp Eyes, Saint 
Isle of Thanet, Kent, Wheelwrights Canter- 
bury "Pet May1 Ord May 1 
Ropweitt, Vuaiax Suny. am Gate gdns 
High Court Pet May1 Ord Ma: vi 
Rocers, Farpericxk James, Stile Hall gdns, Chiswick, 
Potato 


High Court Pet Jani Ord Aj 

Sreenens, Henny Cuannine, Po om — Ro Mer- 
chant High Court Pet April3 Ord April 

e st, Ty am —— 

urt Pet April2 Ord April 31 

Sronnam, Coaries Jonny, — Conch Painter Brad- 
fod Pet May2 Ord —— 

Srott, Joux nie — y, Draper Burnley Pet 
April 30 Ord April 

— ALFRED Thomas, W Wanstead, Essex High Court 

tA 


Tuomas, Riowarp, Tonypandy, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet May1 Ord Ma 

Watts, ‘= Auruun, ‘Halton, nr ——— Commission 
A Leeds Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Warts, , 2 Percy, Lower Cla Lys y Marine 

High Court Tet May Ord May 

Weis, James, Henny Wes, and omen. WELLS, 

pw peer Silversmiths High Court Pet April 1 


Apri 
Wentze.., Farperic Cuantes, Herne Bay, Commercial 
veller Croydon Pet May2 Ord May 2 
Waee.tock, Watter, Bromsgrove, Farmer Worcester 
Pet May 1 Ord May 1 


Srevenson, Huon, 
High 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Baran, W, YSnetage te, Cotta, Tailor May 13 at 12 
York rd, J 
Baxenr, Exiza, Derby May13 at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, 


nee 3 Joux, Manchester, Assistant Schoolmaster 
May 13 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Daxpo, Fraxx penton — Somerset, Haulier 
Ww Ma 
Day, Cuarues —— — Suffolk, Farmer 


30 Ord April 
— ny, Tas "Northamptoo pton, — hd Northampton | 


Salesman Brentford Pet April 30 Ord April 30 | 
Batcawent & Co, J C, Mansion Sous chmbrs, Builders | 


| 
any Contractors High Court | 


| 


| 


Hinseap, Joux Seymour, Frome, Somerset, Builder Frome | 


Fiscuers, Gustav Apo, h 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| 





Brapviey, Atrrep Tomas, Birmingham, Oil and Colour 
Merchant May 15 at 12 191, Corporation st, Bir- 
mingham 

Brows, Arcarsatp Evetys, arate, § Mok Broker May 
13 at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, N: 

Butcier, Taomas Henry, Watton, Norfolk. Coal Merchant 
May 16 at 12.30 Off ‘Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Castie, Amos Atexanper, Littlebourne, Kent, Baker 
May 13 atil Off Ree, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

| Catiow, Artuus James, Darwen May 13 at 10.30 County 
Court house, Blackburn 

| Copury, Grorae, West Bromwich, Professional Golfer 
May 14 at 11.30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Coi.ts, Georee James, King’s Lynu, Norfolk, Provision 
Merchant's Assistant May 13 at 12 Off Eee, 8, King 
st, Norwich 

| Dax, Joux, Hunton, Kent, Wheelwright May 20 at 10.30 
9, King st, Maidstone 

| Day, Cuartes Wetton, Coddenham, Suffolk, Farmer 
May 13 at2 36, Princes st, Ipswich 


| Evtrserorp, Wittiam Artaur, aud ArgTrnurn WALTER 
Exutxeronp, epies, —— Contractors May 15 at 
ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


Fixcxen, Groner, Hanham, na: irate May 13 at 


11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, B 
Islington, Licensed 

Victualler May 15 at 12 — bidgs, Carey st 

| Farox, Ospert Suaw, West Bridgf May 13 at 2. 
Off Bec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

—* ——— Cons Mare st, Hackney May 14 at 12 Bank- 

. st) 

— RBOW, Sectes Joux, Eaton pl May 14 at 12 

14, Bedford row 


HAtu, Samus, Halifax, Insurance —— May 14 at 11.45 
County Court House, Prescot 

Haxcox, Emity, Wolverhampton, Fancy — May 14 
at 11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Howes, Faepenick, and AeTaur — Builders 
May 13at12 Off Rec, 24, Bond at, 

Jonzs, Frorence Mary, Helmsley, " vorks, Wine Mer- 
chant May 18 at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 
how Jonn Exvuis, Liangefni, Clogger May 15 at 12 

chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

A nomas, Llanarmon, Denbigh, Farmer May 18 at 12 
Crypt c ‘hmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Maagas, Frank, Bristol, Chemists’ Ex, —— May 138 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 

Maariow, ALFaeD Josren, Handewerth, Cos ‘Goal Agent May 
15 at 11.30 191, Cor, tion st, Birmingham 

— ——— *REDERICK, Teddlagwon, Motor 

— May 13 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster 


ridge 

— ICK, yy ey —— ir Jeweller May 
13 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, 

Morean, a yle, —— Labourer May 14 
at3 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st 

Morn, — EMANUEL, Worthing g, Fruit Salesman 
May 14 at 10.45 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

hee owe Tuo, Leeds, Insurance Inspector May 13 

Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

— Henry James, Redditch, Worcester, Painter 
May 14at 12 191, Corporation st, Birmi 

Pererman, Caoartes WILBRAHAM, =e Hants 
May 13 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care: 

Porter, Atpert Epwarp, and ALFRED J 8t Peters, 
Isle of Thanet, Kent, Wheelwrights May 13 at 11, 30 
Off Rec, 684 Castle st, Canterbury 

Ropwatt, Wituiam Howrer Buckingham Gate gdns 
May 18 at 12 awe bidgs, Carey st 

Satouett, & Co, J Mansion House chmbrs, Builder 
May 15 at 1 —2 bldgs, Carey st 

Szatox, Levi, Gedney Hill, — Cattle Dealer May 28 
at 10.15 Court house, King’ 8 L 

Srampes, Groner, eh Lines, B Higgler May 13 at 

5 2.15 oe net — est —e 

TEPHENS, ENRY HANNING, rley, Surrey, D 
Merchant May 15 at 12 — 7 

— — 

yi5ati1i Baukrup 

STVART, Atrrep Tomas, sath ee — May 14 at 1 
— bg 5 ———— — 

er 
13 at 10.30 Off Eon 5 — 

Usner, James Lawry, Mayfield, Sussex May 18 at 11 

Clarendon Hotel, Broadway, Tunbridge Wells 


Tumrowsky, Eu, 





Warvey, Mary Evizaperta, and James Wittiam Wantey, 


ae h, Milliners May 13 at 11 Off Ree, 
Warts, James Auruvua, Halton, Leeds. —— gs Com- 
mission Agent May 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, 


Warts, women 3 Peroy, Lr Clapton ri, Hackney, Marine 
—_ 18 at 11 ——— bldgs, Carey st 
Wes, Jane, enry Watts, Faepentck We ts, 
Earls Court rd, Silversmiths May 14 at ll Bank- 

ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Woouiey, Georee Anraua, Horncastle, Lincs, Painter 
May l4at12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Zoccakpi, G, Tavistock cres, Westbourne Park, Hay Sales- 
man May 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AzNoup, Euiza Jaze, Bi Milborne 8t Andrew, Deve, Coal 
Pet May1 Ord May 

Bowser, Samogt, North Wingfield, ote. Grocer —J—— 
field Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Bostock, Jouy, d. Farm Labourer Macclesfield 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Baoomna.., Atrgep Epwakrp, -“_~y House, Lioyds av, 
Ship’s Manager High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord April 

Brown, ps Eve.tyx, Norwich, Stock and Share 
Broker Norwich Pet April 6 Ord May 1 

Correx, Tomas —_ Chadwell Heath, Essex, Farmer 
Chelmsford 29 Ord April 29 

Daupo, Faank, — Norton, Somerset, Haulier 
Wells Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

Extincrosp, Wittiam Argtuur, and Watree Arruve 
a Po; dapril $0 Contractors High 


April 30 Ord A) 
— Rosest Emanvgt, —— rd, Variety 





High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Aprii 
Fincxey, Groner, —— Glos, Engineer TEE Pet 
April28 Ord May 

Fiscugsr, Gustav — High st, 2 Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet et May 1 Ord May 1 

Giusietr, Wict1am Henry, 8t Tudy, Cornwall, Farmer 
Truro Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Guapstoys, Tuomrsox, Skerton, 1 Wholesale Baker 
Preston Pet May 1 Ord May1 

Guover, Lestiz Ricuarp, st, Clerkenwell High 

et April3 Ord April 30 
Gaivritss, Joun Hexay, Wolverhampton, Cabman Wolver- 
pton Pet April 30 Ord April 

Hatt, Samugy, Halifax, Yorks, Insurance Agent Halifax 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Hari, Aureep, Warrington, Milk Dealer Bolton Pet 
Aprill Ord May 1 

Hisperp, Joun Oca uae — Somerset, Builder Frome 
Pet May1 Ord Ma 

Howe, ge po Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet 
March 23 Ord April 30 

Ievess, awn Go.psmita, Penton Hook, Staines, High 
Court Pet Dec 30 Ord May 2; 

Lewis, Grorce, Ashwater, Devon, Farmer Barnstaple 
Pet April 30 Ord April’ 30 

Maaes, Faeanx, —— Chemist’s Export Packer Briatol 
Pet April 28 rd May 1 

Mansa, acct Askerswell, nr Dorchester, Dorset, 
Baker Dorchester Pet April 3) Ord April 39 

Morn, Eowargp Emanugt, —— Fruit Salesman 
Brighton Pet May2 Ord May 

Pearson, Eawsst Water, Btourbridge, Tailor Stour- 
bridge Pet April 30 Ord A; 

Peansoy, Haney, Brierley — Stafford, Glass Manufac- 
turer Stourbridge Pet April 30 Ord April 3) 


Borsa, Aubert Epwarp, ALYRED —— —* s, 
of Thanet, Wheelwrights Canter’ et 
May1 Ord May1 * 


Ricumoyp, Gzoree am Milton rd, Herne Hill, Timber 
Merchant High Co Pet March 24 Ord April 29 
RopwetL, WILLIAM How B Gate 
Court Pet May 1 * 
SickeLmMoes, Georce, > Manafacturing Uphol- 
sterer Brighton ’ Pet Aoetl 3 10 Ord April 30 
Sronsam, Cuartes Jonny, Coach Painter Brad- 


ford’ Pet May2 Ord May 2 
Srorr, fons Ord Aucth 39 Darnley, Draper Barnley Pet 
Sruaet, Atynep Taomas, Wanstead, Essex High Court 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 











MOoOORGATE 


FUND, LIMITED. 


ESTAGLISHED IN 89. 


SrRAanT, LONDowW, 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION ANO GUARANTEE 


.o. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 











630 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been cond 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


supervision of the — 


under the direction and 








Suitable lasurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
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eee - oe ——— Contractor Cambridge Pet 

Tuomas, Ricnarp, — Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet May1 Ord May1 

Tu arooeas, hy, es General Dealer Wolver- 
hampton Pet April8 Ord April 30 

Warts, James Antuur, Halton, nr Leeds, York, Journey- 
_, Commission Agent Leeds Pet April 29 Ord 
A 29 

Wane. —— Hewey, Leicester, Leather Factor 
Leiceste et March 26° Ord April 39 

WELLS, y+ lg Freperico, Wardour st, Rop> Merchant 
High Court Pet March'27 Ord May 1 

Wetts, James, }Hewry Evwarp, Weis, and Faeperick 
We 1s, Earl's Court rd, Sil iversmiths High Court Pet 
April 1 Ord May 2 

— pL, Bromsgrove, Farmer Worcester Pet 

yl 

Wortman, Manx, _ rd, Tailor High Court Pet 

March 17 Ord April 30 








Annual Subscription, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL AND 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 26s.; by post, 28s. ; 
Foreign, 30s. 4d. 








ONDON GUARANTES of ACCIDENT 


by the Court as 
— the High and AD- 
p — where security 


ven of Trade for 


OFFICIALS er Tuaktegiy Ace end by the Scotch 
Courts, &c., &c. 
—— iven in the Inland Revenue, Excise, and all 


other NT ———-. 
Special facilities to avoid delay in completion of security 
— and Bankru Cases. 


EMPLOYEES’ LIABILITY 





The responsibility of loyers under th he Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, Act, 19, —— Liability Act, 1880, 
Applications * Agencies in invited 
| Joint 
Secretaries, 


Ww. B STRONG, LA 
61, Moorgate-street, London, E.C 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 

INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; — by result. 

—Particulars on application, personally or by letter, at 2, 
Hare-court, Temple, 








OLICITOR (24; January * 1908) 

Desires Cler Pp in London Office ; wg ane in 

Conveyancing and General Practice; ed at leading 
public school; excellent references ; arran, 


salary by ge~ 
ment, —Replies to A. B., care of Messrs. Robbins, Billing, 
& Co., 218, Strand, London, W.O. = 


O SOLICITORS and Others. — Liberal 
Commission given by an old-established firm of 
Estate Agents and Bailiffe with up-to-date methods for 
introduction of Rent Collection or Auction Business, any 
ney gama Z. E. 469, care of Deacons, Leadenhall- 








a Ground-rent. ying 54 per 
M AGN AGNIFICEN T CORNER SHOP and 
extensive Premises, Let on full gee, Bannan lease 

for 99 years to Messrs, Liyons & Co., the well. 
Caterers (who have spent, very large sums in ene 
nent improvements), at annum. Ground- 
rent Will ——— sold to pay per cent, 

mant.—Apply 0, E AT s,. Co od 

764, Chancery-lane, W.C, , and Branches. aes 


IMBLEDON COMMON.—Valuable 
FREEHOLD BUILDING SITBS for SALE, on 
th: Wimbledon Lodge Estate. Only — Lots 
» unsold.—For plan and particulars a) to the Barrisu 
Lanp Co. (Lrp.), 25, Moorgate-street, we. 


FFIOCES. —Solicitors.—No. 3, Stone-build- 
ao 's-inn.—First floor, grand SUITE, 











sp lig Three rooms, two large, one ↄ0ſt. b 
ft., all 12ft. high. Overlooking gardens of in with 
Lincoln's inn-f “flelde ‘beyond. | The The most moat “unique sat in 
c fe particulars 
¥ FIELD 3 Sons, Solicitors, soon 
OUSEHOLD FURNESURE AND 
EFFECTS. — Capital at — 
Guastsn & Sons Auctions at Fy 8 Depo 
lished i700.” Tel iotoria, * 





PHENIX ASSURANCE COMPANY 


LIMITED. 


Head Offices: 19 & 70, Lombard St., London, B.C. 


Estastisuep 1782. 








ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (incorporated), 
Ia-Patient Department, Uxbridge Road, W. 
Offices and Out-Patient Department, 
LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C. 

President : 7. EARL OF —— 


Vice-Presidents | (oD WARD SASSOON, Br., M.P. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


This Institution was founded in 1868, and in the only 
specially constructed Skin Hospital in London. Number of 
patients yearly, 8,000 ; number of attendances, 36,000. 

FREE TO THE NE&CESSITOUS POOR. 
HELP IN DONATIONS ASD LEGACIES 


URCENTLY WEEDED. 
Bankers: London and Westulinster Bank, Limited, 
_ Bt. James’s-square, 8.W. 
te intendent: GEO. A. ARNAUDIN, 


iy I. WRIGHT 


(TREADWELL & WRIGHT), 
Legal and General Shorthand Writers and Typists, 
BSTABLISHED 1845, 

33, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Shorthand Writer appointed by the Court 
in Public and Private Examinations under the 


Companies Acts. One of the Official Shorthand 
Writers to the Court of Bankruptcy. 


SHORTHAND and TYPEWRITING 
Anywhere, at tim: , of kind, in uantity. 
— tan Guat enh See sumac tian 
Country Orders for Typewriting despatched same nighi iy 
Telephone No. 4865 Central. 














THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Estras.tisurp 1828), 
Reversionary Interests in and Personal 
, and Life Interests and lite Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
80, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


MAPLE 


& CO’S 
FAMOUS 
INLAID LINOLEUMS 


form a 


DURABLE 
HYGIENIC 
ECONOMICAL 


FLOOR COVERING 





OFFICES VESTIBULES 
BOARD 
and 


PUBLIC ROOMS 
Patterns ana Estimates Free 


LARGEST STOCK IN THE 
WORLD 


Tottenham Court Road London 


| printed. Ovviciax 














NORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 


BSTABLISHED 1836. 


London: 1, MOORGATE STREET. 
Aberdeen: 1, UNION TERRACE. 


Accumulated Funds, 27,089,229. 








The SEVENTY-SECOND ANNUAL Voge ag Ho MEET- 
ING of this Com was within their at 


t 1 on Wi y, the 6th May, 1908, a the 
The ie a surnmary of the report referred to : — 
Fire wr i ae 
Pp -- qunsestomntes to 60,508 608 


REMIU MS received 

shewing an increase of £40,510 yt comparison with those of 

inthe LOSSES winounted to £622,876, or 49°1 per cent, of 
BD yn ng OF MANAGEMENT (tes com- 


and of every ) came to 
2 "0 per cent. of lo 
LIFE DEPARTMENT. 


ASSURANCE BRANCHES.—During the yeer A, -- 
Po for new assurances, amounting in 





the instalment of 53. per 
's Life Bonus 1906 - 10. 
Loxponw Boarp or Diagcrors. 
Colonel Robert . 
H. Cosmo O. Bonsor, e 
Lawrence E. Chalmers, > 


Hubbard, Esq. G.C.B. 
Sronetrany—H. Gayford. 

Fire Departuext—J. Robertson, Home Superintendent, 
Live Deraatuent—H. Foot, Actuary. 
Accipgent Darartuext—W. E, Trenam, Superintendent 
Gewerat Manager or Tax Comrany—H. E. Wilson. 





Copies of the Wi Sho vinale esavante of tho Oem 

pany for the peat , may be obtained from any of the 
pany’s offices or agencies. 

2: 602 Holborn. — 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Fouxpep m Tas Rerex oy Wuaaau & Many, 1689, 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVBB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVBT. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION $ UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


BY AUTHORITY 








Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 
Guanes pee be ee S. eaguevel and 
Solicitors’ — Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


@tationers, Printers, Engrav. Registration Agents, &e, 
—— — — — 


Annual and other Returns Stamped ind /\ek. 
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The List of Applications will be opened on Wednesday the 13th May, 1908, and will be closed on or before 





Saturday the 16th May, 1908. 





THE LEGAL INSURANGE COMPANY, LIMITED. 


(Incorporated under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900.) 





CAPITAL Re, ee. 


£1,000,000. 


Divided into 200,000 Shares of £5 each: 


Issue of 100,C00 Shares of £5 


Se. per share on application, 
Ss. per share on allotment. 
102. per share on ist July, 1908. 


£1 per share. 


It is not anticipated that any further calls will be made. 


each at par payable:— 








Tax How. Me, JUSTICE CHANNELL, 
DIRECTORS. 
J. 55 LD BEALE, ite (Beale & Co.), 28 


JOHN 8. FOLLETT, J. 
OSCAR Ske ——— 39, Wobarn Sjuare, W 
J. W. BILL 
JOHN ©, aOLMES, So:icitor (John Holmes, son, & 


Great Ge rge Street, Westminster, 8,W. 
_ G, BRO Svuliertor (Linklater & Co.), 2, B nd Court, Walbrook, E.C, 

P., Barrister-at-Law, 76, South Audley Street, Ww. 
GEOFFREY M. GATHORNE. HARDY, Barrister. at-Law, 2, Pamp vourt, Temple. 


M.P., Solicitor (Hills, Godfrey, & Halse sey), 23, oo Ann+*’s Gate, 8.Y, | 
igan), 34 Clement's Lane, E.C, 

H. 0. MABIEGMAN, Solicitor (Masterman & Everingtox), 25, Great Winchester 

PHILIP MORRELL, M.P., Solicitor, 44, Bedford Square, W.C. 

LEWIS M. RICHARD2, i.e., Barrister-at-Law. 1, esax Coart, Temple. 

ee we RUSSELL, ’ Solicitor (Charles Russel & C 0.), 87, Norfolx Street, 

aay D. HARROW RYDE, Solicitor (*ennedy, Poasony, & Ryde), 4, Clamen‘’s Inn, 


H. SANDERS. Solicitor (Davies, Sanders, & Swanwick), Chesterfield. 
Bist H, — Solicitor (Kearsey, Hawes, & Wilkinson), 1084, Cannon 


Cc. 
A, T. r wiLLiaMs, Solictor, Victoria Chambers, Neath, South Wales. 


TRUSTEES. 
Taz How, Mz, JUSTICE BARGRAVE DEANE. 


WORTHINGTON EVAN 





Tat How. ALFRED E, GATHORNE-HARDY. 
BANKERS. 


OILD & OO., 1, Fleet Street, London, E.C. 
THE LONDON CIty ’& MIDLAND gt LIMITED, 
189, Fleet Street, £.C,—5, T 


hreadneedle Street, E.C., and Branches, 


SOLICITORS. 
8, DAUNEY, & CO., 27, Nicholas Lane, London, E.C. 


AUDITORS. 


DE“.OITTE, PLENDER, GRIFFICHS, & CO., Chartered Accountants, 6, London 
Wail Buildings, Finsbury Circus, EC, 


BROKERS. 


OLAYTON & ASHTON, 4, Tokenhouse Buildings and Stock Exchange, 


L .ndon, E.C 


GENERAL MANAGER AND SECRETARY.—HENRY M. Low. 
OFFICES (pro ¢em.).—9, FLEET STREET, E.O. 


The —— be advertised in the daily Press on Wednesiay next, the 13th — ands may be obtained on application at the office, 9, Fleet Street, E.C., or from the Brokers 


and Bankers 








ST. ANDREW’S HOSPITAL 


FOR MENTAL DISEASES, 
NORTEL AD PTON. 


For the Uppers and Middle Classes only. 


Presipent : 
THE RIGHT HON. THE EARL SPENCER, K.G. 


This Institution is a Registered Hospital under the 
Lunacy Act for the —— gma of private patients of the 
Upper and Middle classes only, and is in no way 
connected with a County or Borough 
— in which Pauper Patients are 
7— ~ — situated, and is surrounded by more than 

acres of cg tag easure grounds, 

‘ame fom 3 - & week, according to the require- 


Patients peying ying higher rates can have Special Attendants, 
Horses and Carriages, and Pri ———— Rooms in the Hospital ; 
from the Hospital.” seni 

The terms may be reduced in suitable cases on application 
to the Governors on printed forms supplied. For further 
particulars apply to the Medical Superintendent. 


7 DRYI-Y- NEUADD HALL, LLANFAIRFECHAN, 
= tie of St. Andrew's Hospital. 
q Hall utifully situated in a Park of 280 
cane te tos sea, and in the midst of the finest — — 
for tog or tort ports the Hospital (or Boarders) may go 
particulars apply to th . 
farther - one Pd e —— Superinten 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 
SANATORIUM. 
FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 


oe i Inn At 
Resident Ph 


Terme 1} to 3} Guineas. — —— 
Telephone : P.O. 8, Buntingford. Telegraphic Address : 
* REGIDENT, BUNTINGFORD,” 


i 











INEBRIETY, ABUSE OF DRUGS. 
TOWER HOUSE, 


AVENUE ROAD, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HIGH-CLASS HOME FOR LADIES. 
(EsTaBLisHep 1864. a8 


Excellent Medical Referen: 
Medical Attendant, A. V. Ciarxke, MA. M M.D. (Cantab.). 
For terms and particulars apply to to Mrs, Mrius. 
Telegrams, ‘' Theobald,” Leicester. 


INEBRIETY. 








MELBOUENE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 


PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, ofA. 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. 


Stud = —— Thirty years’ 
edical References. For terms and particulars 
apply wise RILEY, or the Principal. 


Tetecraruico Appress: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 
Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 


—* = 7138 —— — , &e., 


Telephone: P.O. 16, Ricxmaxsworrs. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
Assets -« « 2 8162,0090. 


ge 











Cuarnmax 
Sin HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Bazr., J.P., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.0. 


Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 


2d.; 21 years, 12s. lid. Survey Fee 


~a-guinea. 
Prospectus free of 
CHARLES A. PRICE, Manager. 


Pee ae ee Onl CRUISES 
B ORIENT COMPANY'S 
88. “ OPHIR,” 6,814 tons, 10,000 horse power, 
To CANARY ISLANDS, MADEIRA, 
PORTUGAL, &c. 
Leaving London 16th May, arriving back 9th June. 
Fares : 20 GUINEAS and upwards. 


To NORWAY FJORDS, 
June 13 and 27; July 11 and 25; Aug. 8 and 22. 
13 DAYS for 12 GUINEAS and upwards. 
Managers: F. GREEN & CO. and ANDERSON, ANDER- 


SON, & CO., London. For fons apply to "the latter 
firm at 5, Fenchurch. avenue, E.C., or 28, Cockspur-street, 
8.W. 





EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited, 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.O. 

SSTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 

Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 

Cc. H. CLAYTON, 

¥. H. CLAYTON, 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparatioas free oa 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd.. MAYFAIR, W. 


Joint 

















